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ts the Story -it:f6lf> and 
as-it_ reſpects the Corvocation's Senſe of it, 1 +117 x 


I As it reſpects the Story it ſelf; -and here I had urged Any. 


iow. And, 2. If it were true, it would 
 '- I That the Story it , ſelf- 5: ſuſpitions. © And here it is ſufficient toob- 
ſerve, that what-I deſigned to prove, was that the Story of Faddus and 
Alexander, as it is repreſented by Joſephus, is doubtful and ſuſpitions, and 
not. that it is abſolutely falſe, the Donbrfulneſs of it being ſufficient to 
my-purpoſe ; which was to ſhew, © That no Argument can be drawn 
« from the Example 'of 7addw, to. juſtifie-Submiſſion to a Polleſſour of 
&« Power, notwithſtanding an Oath toa lawfull King, who is alive, and 
© infiſtsupon. his Right. This is the uſe which ſome Men make of it, and 


which..our Author vindicates : And the. Oncertainty of the Story is a - 


good Argument againſt that, thovgh it be not charged with direct Falſe- 
hood :- -For if it be ozely ſuſpitions, it may be true, or it may be falſe; 
but. if it be oely ſuſpitzow, it' cannot be argumentativez- and no regular 
Inference. can be drawn from it, - in reference-to PraCticez. and accor- 
diogly that which I draw from thencezhs, - That it is very unreaſo- 
« nable to make an Argument, or draw any Inference, 1n reference to 
' © Practice, from ſuch a doubrfull and: ſuſpitions Story.— The Suſpition 
affects the Exemplarineſs of it, as much as the direct Falſhood; and a 
doubtrfull Example is as unſerviceable to make a Precedent, as one that is 


notoriouſly falſe :- So that. in this Controverlſie. there, is ſome Difference 


between this Azthor and my ſelf. It is not neceſſary for me to proye 
the Story falſe but it is neceflary-for him, and all that urge this Ex- 
ample, or act upon it, or produce it to countenance their PraCtices, to 
prove it trxe', and to clear it from thoſe Doubts and Difficulties with 
nah UE | A323 which 
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which it is encumbred; which notwithſtanding our Author is fo far 
from doing, that, .if po\Uble, he bath made-It more intricate-and dif. 
cult than it was before. on” | 

- In order to make this Chargegood.apainft him, I ſhall onely premiſe, 
(and which he does not deny, ) That this Story ſtands purely upon the 
 Credirfand Authorify of 76/32; now i6this Auth8r himſelf, notwith- 
ſtanding Ris pretending to vindicate Foſephus , dots give as/little Credit 
to Joftphnr's Chtondlogy as I do, if the Account that he hat given makes 
Foſephws as much miſtaken as that which I have given; then he himſelf, 
for all bis fair Words of him, reflefts as much upon Foſephs, and in the 
Civility of his own Language makes him a Lyar z ,.and that Lhope is no 


PF. 12: extracrdidary Reaſbnto rdicupon his Authotiry, nor to'draw a 'prac- 


DP. 5. 


P. 2, 


tical Inference from an Example that ſtands upon nothing elſe but the 
Relation of Joſephwe. And this is plainly the Caſe in the Account this 
Author gives of the tines'im which Ezra, wid eſpecially 'Nebemiah, lived, 
which differs from Fdſephus?s Account bur aimery and odd Years," as we 
ſhall ſee preſently ;' ſothat for any thing 1 efin fee, the Amtbority'of Fo- 
ſephus ," though the Author lays it down” as' the! Foundation of the-Con- 
troverſie, is in truth no Diſpute- between us; +for he himfelt: regards 
his Authority as little as I do, onely he differs from-him+in-one Inſtance, 
and' I 'in another ; bur that I think" ts\not \much ,' with refpect to the 
Authority of Fo/ephas. The Author 'indeed, »to ſmooth the buſineſs, 
calls his Book A /mmdication of Joſephus 3 and if he hadipleafed, *hemight 
have called it A Confutation of Joſephus, 'and/it would have done as well; 
for it is but a ſcurvy kind of Ya:cation, when'to vindicate one Paſſage 
in an Author, a Man'is forced to impeach his Credit'as much in another : 
So that if our Author has any thing toſay for the Story , I defire him 
for his own ſake, hereafter nor'to rell his Adverſaty, That biz Complaint 
of Difficulties proceeded onely from an eager deſire to find faults in'that Story 
of Joſephus, except he himſelf could vindicate thar Story ,” without tind- 
ing as many and as great Faults in another Story of the ſame Toſephrs. 
I defire him likewiſe not to build 'too much on the Authority of Foſephus, 
Except he can give us a'Reaſon'why the Authority of Foſepbaris unqueſtt- 
_ in the Caſe of Faddus, but of no value at all in the Caſe of Nehe- 
7148, | 

But to doe our Author Juſtice, he hath as little to fay far the Srory it | 
ſelf, as he hath for the Authority of Joſephs; and this will appear upon 
Examining what he fays in the Vindication, He begins with what 1 ſay 
- the S»/pitionſneſs of the Story, and my firſt Argument he tells us was, 
That, 

1. No Anthor beſides Joſephus, and thofe that had it from him , ne- 
tions or takes notice of any ſuch thing. Now this our Author does not de- 
Dy, and an indifferent Man at firſt fight would be apt to imagine -_ 

EIS 


ww we CT ww C(D0D w Oo 


& I». CWP 


«1: themſelyes ; And Tulins Africanus, who, as our Author faith, lived 
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this was a conſiderable-Prejudice-againſt any Story: voucked by:;a-/fingle 
Author, eſpecially if the' Matter of it be of extraordinary Remark, and 


- eminently. merits the riotice of 'an«Hiftorian, as is' the:Caſe before:us : 
And when'1' mentioned ſichigrave/Authors, -and of undoubted/Credit, 
-as\Drouorus Siculus; Plutarch,)'\ 


Quintas Curtius,' Arrean, and Fuſten,: who 


-have'tranſmirted!co-us thewhole Progreſs of Alexander, none) of which 
-have the leaſt word'or intimation, either of Faddus or Ferufalem,;tliough 
[if the'Story be'true, it is the moſt famous and:memorablepart of Alex- 
 ander's Hiſtory ; 'one' would have: thought: there:ſhonld-hiave been: fome 
| _—_ and clear Reaſon-given of their'Pretermiſlion, before ſickia Story 


admitted for authentick; and/more-efpeciallycbeforeit;beinfiſted on 
to Juſtifie PraCtice in- a'moſt .bigh-'and important Caſe; Bur all thisis 


nothing; with our Author, andhe wipes ir out wittpawet Finger: | iFor, 


' <fays he, this Argument hes againſt all me Folcphns bas written of the: Jewi{h 
- Aff airs,” iwithin the-Hiftorical Fime of the Heat 
of Scripture, 'and ont of 'the:Books of| the Maccabees 5'for we havens: other 
"amient Jewiſh Hiſtory. Andiwhy {60, I'pray ?: »Wasthe Hiſtory of 2M/e- 
'xaxder. a Hiſtory of the TFewiſh- fairs? Or, -was the 
. confined to the Countrey,-and-a'Secret:to all the World" beſides? -- As 
. Joſephus tells the Story, the- whole Scene was ated inthe Face of a fo-. 

reign Army, and-to their! great wonderment; andnof thoſe that were 

:preſent the Foreigners were farimore'numerons: © And-yet forſooth ya 
(thing ſo remarkable in itſelf, and; 'as Foſephns tells! it, '1o particularly 
'Temark*d, - and ſo-notorious and''publick;, our Author would have us be- 
-lieve to be Matter 'onely of National Record, and could by:no means get 
-out of the Territories of Fudes. : ' And he' talks: of the Conqueſt ofa 
- Countrey, as if \it\ had been'like'their municipal Laws, 'and particular 


s qc * whad be takes out 


Conqueſt of Fudea 


Coftoms ,' and known*ro none" but the (Natives and Inbabitants :'* And 


-accordingly he tells us, If there bad been amy orber Jewiſh Hiſtorian , that 


bad written-rhe Things of Alexander's Fime,- arid ſaid nothing of this Story of 


: Jaddus, nor of Jaddus himſelf,” (for his living is then queſtioned by our Objec- 
"for, ): then indeed there hadbeen great occaſion to ſay, that their Silence had 
- made this Story ſuſpitious ;, but when there © no'Jewilh Writer, that pretends 


to write a Hiſtory of thoſe Times,-in this Caſe to argue againſt 'the/ Authority 


- of Joſeptius, onely from the Silence of Heathen Hiſtorians,” this ſeems tobe 
very unjuſt and unreaſonable. Now as to Jewiſh Hiſtorians writing of the 


Things of Alexander's Time, the Author I think is a little miſtaken ; for 


Alexander's Time, and makes it introductory to his Book, and more par- 
ticularly to the Afﬀairs of F«dea, and yet he takes as little notice of Ale- 
xazder's coming to Feruſalem, or his ſubduing it, as the Heathen Hiſtori- 


3:1 


the Author of the Hiſtory of the {accabees, who wrote much nearer the 
"Time of Alexander than Joſephus, hath taken notice -of the Things of 
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in that Country,” and wrote ſometime after Joſephus, and ſays nothing 
of this Story neither';' and our Author ſays, that living inthe ſame Coun- 
trey, he might have his Information from:them that kyem | 4s well: as Joſephus 
himſelf: So that if our Author thinks ic-ſo very material, the Fewiſ 
Hiſtorians alſo are-perfeCtly filentin'this'Matter. But why fewiſh Hifto- 
ri4n'? © Could nobody take notice of the Conqueſt of Fudes by Alexan- 
der but a Few, and a Conqueſt more conſiderable than all the reſt, as be- 
ing attended with ſuch wonderful and ſtupendious Circumſtances? 1 
grant. him-that neither Diodoras Siculas, nor Plutarch , &c.- were Fews , 
nor did they undertake to:write the-Zew:ſh Hiſtory 3 but they wrote the 
Life and'Expedition of Alexander, and'this is a conſiderable part of that ; 
and I wonder what Reaſon can be given, why: they ſhould pretermit the 
extraordinary Conqueſt and Submiſſion of JFudea, any more. than they 
did the Conqueſt of Tyre, Egypt, Perſia,'or 1ndia; for neither were 
theſe Authors Tyreavs, Egyptizns, Perſians, nor Indians. Andiit is unac- 
countable; that-thoſe-who-deſtend to ſuch minute Circumſtances, to his 
Sleep: | Dreams , 'takifig Phyſick , ſtiquld-yet ſilently paſs over the moſt 


- remarkable'Paſſage ofithe . whole, -and which deſerved the Notice and 


Record'of an Hiſtorian; as much or-more than the Battel at ſs, or at 


: Gauſomela, or any other matter.:whatſoever. « This 1 had ſaid before, 
and I ain ſorry Iam-forced to repeat-it ;.-but-the force of the Argument 


lies in itz"and,our Author was .not:pleaſed:to. take the leaſt notice of it : 
He' ſpeaks here-(by way-of diminution and abatement to their. Credit) 
of the Silence of Heathen Hiſtorians But why Heathen Hiſtorians? The 


Queſtion is a Hatter of Fatt, and no Article of Religion; and I did not 


know before that a. Right Faith: was neceſſary to make a good Hiſtorian: 
and if that would:make any alteration in the Caſe 'Foſephus himſelf: was 
a Few; :But let us hear:his Reaſon, Who knows not that the Heathens gene- 
rally conternned arid hated .the Jews , as being not onely Revilers of their gods, 
but Enerkies to all the reſt of. Mankind? -, Why truly, to anſwer that Que- 
ſtion, I doubt Foſephns bimfelf did not know it; for he hath taken a great 
deal .of Pains to prove'the contrary.,.-and: to repreſent. the great Honour 
and Reſpe&t that was paid [to the Fews by the Heathen Nations, as the Au- 
thor may-find-in ſeveral places of his Antiquities, and moreeſpecially in 
his Book againſt Appion. And I am ſomewhat in doubt whether our Au- 
thor kzows 1t3 for to ſolve an Inconſiſtency in this Story, noted by Saliar, 
he tells us, The Chaldzans, who after ſo long acquaintance as they had with 
the Jews in their Captivity, were kinder to them than any other People ,, and 
have continued ſo ever ſince. Now asl take it, theſe Chaldeans were Hea- 
rhens as well as other People. He tells us farther, That, excepting the 
Pbenicians, who might doe it upon a point of Intereſi, upon the ſcore of 
Trade, no other Nation could be ſo sntent upon the Spoils of Jeruſalem , bat 
only for ſpite. And adds, of all the Nations in the World none ſo likely a 

the 


(098) - | 

the Smartans,. - Sotheniit ſeems by. big:own reckoning, this Figered to 

he. Zews was.not ſo,general-as.he-would here infihuate, and though, a 
ſpiteful Samaritan might, be ſuſpected of..Partiality or Malice,.. cither-in. 
deglaring or, omitting matters. relating t0 the Aﬀairs-0f :Fndea, | there;is 
no.reaſon-to. extendtthis-t0,all the:reſt of the Heathen:World:3\:and Die, | 
aorus,andithe.other Authors before mentioned, were:not Samaritans, no 

more than they were Jexs.. But the truth.is, this BuſineG of the;general 

Hatred of the; Heathens to the Jews: is "meer Imagiuatignzc and-bath.no 
Foundation byt in the.Author's Fancy, for however it-may -baye been 
lince.the Deſtruction of 'Zeruſalem, and their. general. Diſperſions i and 

which as, ajult-Judgment of God js fallen ypon-them for their crucifying! 

the Lord, of Life, and p long po woke morethan it: dogs Chriftians; 

yet before -.( and Diodorus wrote. 160, Years before: ), no Nation inthe 

World was ſo.much admired, , and ſought to, -and:; particularly with re» 

ſpect to-their Rites and Religion, (the;very; Reaſon our; Author. gives of. 

their Hatred to, them,) ayd beſides the meny Inſtances of. it.in the Scrip=! 
eures,, and ,in,Foſephns, the infinite number of;Proſelytes, ;borh of the, 

Fla Ho | Fuſties» 1s. g demonſtration. of. it;-/and (-which;js not leſs conli-/ 

derable,), the [Eaftern,and,;the European Learging/was derived-from. 

them . and, the Greeks, who ſet; up for-Learning and Improvement in 
Philoſophy, particularly. Pythagoras,  Plato,, and. the reſt. of the: great. Joſephus a- 
Men among them, trayelled far and near to fetch home the Treaſures of g4inſt 4p- 
other Nations,; and, particularly, of the Fes, to enrich themſelves, as.is #19” Cite 


made evident by Joſephus, Clemens Alexandr, Theoph, Tatian, Origen, and m— 


Euſebjus ;, and that. which makes:.their Teſtimony'the more contider- 760ph.. ad 


able, and reſcues. them from-the Suſpition of Partiality; is the Acknow- Avtol. 74-" 
ledgment of the Heathen Writers themſelves, whoſe -Fragments they: #43. pare, 
have preſeryed, and made. ufe of :them to. prove, That Moſes, and err. Fe 
Prophets,. and the wiſe Men among, the Jews were the Foundations of. Li-. cj) * 
terature, and from whoſe Breaſts the Greciarns. ſuck'd their Knowledg. £uſtb.prep; 
Beſides, even in the loweſt and moſt deplorable Condition, of their /: 9. c. 6- 
Common-wealth, the Jews were admitted into the Courts of the greateſt 
Princes, and to molt noble Offices and Employments, as is evident from 
tho Books of Ffter, Ezra, Nehemiah, Daniel, and the Firſt:and Second 
of  Eſaras, and many other Examples there are in oſephns. . And after 
the Captivity the Komans made with them a League offenſive and defen- 2 Haccab, 
five, and at ſuch a time too, when they were in great Diſtrefs, and op- 8. 20,21, . 
prefied by Demetrius, and heartily eſpouſed their Intereſt, and writ to Ver. 32. 
Demezrius to forbear his ill dealing towards them, otherwiſe threatening 

bim, that they would do them juſtice, and fight with him by Sea and Lan 

About the fame time they renewed a former League made with Sparta, x Mace, 
which it ſeems was firſt deſired by the Spartans, where it appears that the 12. 1, a4 
Fews were ſo far from being hated and: contemned by them, on as a 23» 

Itter 


Ver. 31, 


- But:to/gratify him let us ſuppoſe it,- and 
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- other which I will not name; 'to"charge ai Hiſtoria 
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Matter of Honoup+to-themfelves, -and 8s an' Argument of Friend 
they claim kindred with them z, 5#-#s found: in- Writing that the 'Spartans' 
"Abraham; ''Now 
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and Jews are Brethren, and come oupof the Generation:of 'Nbr by 
this, and 2 great deal more that might be: ſaid if ir -were' needful, is'no/ 


Q 


<at Evidence of that general: Hatred'and Comenips' of the Fews,” which: 
our Author, -for'want of a-betrer Anſwer, charges upoithe-Heathers,” 
what then ?- Why; then they 

would not ſpeak- the Truth of them, even thougttthey knew it, and: 
though ir lay never ſo much'tn the Courſe of the Hiſtory they treat of. 


This L muſt confelsis round dealing,/andat orie ſtroke daſhes out all their 


Reputation,-and faſtens as black an Imputation upon-them.as can be laid” 
upon any Hiſtorian : and methinks our Auttior whois ſo:ready to charge 
theſe eminent Men with Hatred, andconſequent'ypon that 'with Inſin- 
cerity, ſhould have had ſome'good Reaſon ready to have cleared his own, 
inthis Point;z/ for-if it be Inſincerity in an- Hiſtorian to omit a petfiocit: 

ingor 


Paſſage, out of mecr Hatred to the-Perſdns-concerned; tis ſomer 
; with ſuch woful. 
Prevarication, and offer nothing at all-in proof 6f it. fd what: hath 
our Author to ſupport this foul Charge * Why truly is all byilt.6n-one 
Word, *tis but calling them Heather: Hiſtorians and the Buſineſs is done, 


_ and then 'tis as clear as can be, they-are guilty of Hatred, Malice, Par- 


tiality, Unfaithfulyeſs, and all the Vices. -And- if the Reader wilt not 
take this for a very good Reaſon why thoſe Authors! omitted this' Story 
of Faddm, 1 cannot help it, our Author will not afford-us any better. 
He adds indeed, and perhaps he intended it for-a Reafon, Hence it came 
ro paſs that thoſe Writers he mentions, have ſcarce ever named theJews in thejr 
Hiſtories. A very weighty Reaſon indeed,and therefore they muſt needs 
bate and contemn them, by the ſame Reaſon our Author bates Plutarch, 
Arrian, Curtius and Juſtin, for neither doth he name them, though the 
preſent Diſpute is concerning them. But this Author has an excellent. 
Faculty at turning his Reaſons, but four Lines before it was very unjuſt 
and unreaſonable to argue apainſt the Anthority of Joſephus, only from the 
filence of Heathen Hioftrians. But now it ſeems their Szlence 1s all in all, 
and the whole Fabrick ſtands upon it, and it is very juſt and reaſonable 
from thence to argue againſt their own Anthority, and to make them 
guilty of Baſeneſs ; that is to ſay, this ſame Slenge anſwers as many 
purpoſes as the Anthor pleaſes; they do not mention a Story that Joſc- 
phus does, and then they are a parcel of Heathens, and their Silence ſig- 
nifies nothing at all: They do not mention the Jews in their Hiſtories, 
and then they are Heathens too; but their Silence lignifies Hatred, Cor- 
ruption, Want of Fidelity, and I cannot tell what. Well! No body 
knows what Wonders the ſame thing can do, when it falls into the hands 
of a Man of Art and Argument ; But after all this is pure Miſtake ; _ 
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he ſays; nor how'much he reflets on the Reputation'of other Hiſtorians, 
every way as good, or better than him 3 and to'ſupport Joſeph's Autho. 


- rity, they mult *be* repreſented by odions and:abominable CharaQters, and 


as deſignedly and: malitionſly concealing plain'Matter of Fat ; and all this 
without any manner of Proof, either from the Authors themſelves, or from 
any other Reaſon, but onely out of pure charitable Conjecture and Suppoſj- 
tioft.- This Author tells me, We out to take heed of ſuch Arguments as an 
Adverſury may make ufe of againſt the' Goſpel it ſelf 5 and 1 ſay fo we ought: 
Arid though the Compariſon is not equal, yet there is great reaſon to take 
hced of ſuch 1nſinvations 2s deſtroy the'Credit of all Biſtory ; for if a Man 
without direCt and plain Proofs may faſten ſuch Imputations upon Hiſtori. 
ans, the ſame Conjectures may as well affeft what they deliver, as what 
they do not. and ſo we may quickly-conjeCture the/Truth of all Hiſtory out 
of the World: *Tis but: boldly charging them with Hatred and Malice , 
and the Work is done, and a Teſtimony from Hiſtory will ſignifie no more 
than the Authority of a Romance. And if Foſephas's Credit in this point 
cannot be maintained any other way, in my poor Opinion tt had better 
ſhift for itſelf as well as'it can, than to fit thus hard on the Reputation and 


 Vertve of as good Hiſtorians perhaps as the World-hath ſeen: And there- 


fore to'conclude this point, and as a-farther Confirmation of my Aſſertion, 
I ſhall conſider theſe two things.” Fi CES 

1. The generet-Credit and Reputation thoſe Hiſtorians haye always had 
among learned Men. 

2, The particntar Advantages they had of informing themſelves of the 
trne Account of the Hiſtory and Expedition of Alexander. 
+1 Their general Credit and Reputation/among Tearned Men. - Now 
this is a copious Argument, and a great deal may be faid of it ; but to ſave 
the Readers Pains ard my own , and not to tranſcribe more than 1s neceſ- 
fary, any Man may be ſatisfied what Opinion the learned World hath al- 
ways had of them by thoſe excellent CharaCters given of them, publiſhed 
2nd annexcd to their reſpetive Writings, 2nd more particularly in Yef1zs 
de Hiftcrics Gree & Latins, where the Reader may find fuch Encomivmns 
of their Dligence, Skill, and Fidelity,” as will not caſily be watch'd by the 
Charatters given by learned Men of any other Hiſtorians. One of them 
(-Diedorns ) tells us, he ſpent thirty Years in compiling his Hiſtory, And 


., Yeſſins remarks of him, that he was fo great a lover of Truth. that he tra- 
' velled into 4fia and Exrope, and was diſcouraged by no Trouble and Dan- 


cers from perſonally viſiting thoſe Places concerning which he was about to 
write. Another of them (Pluarch) was of that Repute, that he was no 


inconiiderable Man who faid, That if all the Books in the World were to 
be burnt bat one, his was that one that ſhould be faved. And (to fay no 
more) theſe Writers are the moſt -eminent Perſons that have eſcaped the 
great Shipwrack of Learning,'andto whom we owe more of the Knowledge 
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( 11.) 
we have, herein the:Weſt, of antiene:times; than to all the 'Authors'inithe 
World; excepting the Penmen of the holy Books: And:their Repntation; 
as Hiſtorians, hath always been'not onely ſo clear,: but:fo great and'auguſt; 
that a'Man would wonder what ſhould make our Author: treat them fo 
courſly, and give ſuch a ſcandalous Account of them, .as/if they were ated 
by irregular and undue Paſlions, and in the writing their Hiſtories were di- 
reted by Hatred and Malice, and not according to the trueſt tate of things 
they were able to come to the knowledge of. Such things as theſe, one 
would think, eſpecially from a Man that pretends to vindicate an Hiftorian, 
ſhould not onely have been-barely ſuggeſted, but proved, at leaſt offered to 


be proved; . for a Man that writes Paradoxes, againſt the Senſe and Judg« 


ment of all the World,'is bound in Juſtice to bimſelf to give ſome Reaſon 
for it, if he have any to give; and Idare be bold to ſay, that no Man, be- 
ſides our Author, ever charged theſe Hiſtorians with ſuch a ſcandalous Im- 
putation ; but on the contrary ſpeak of them not only with all imaginable 
Candour, but Veneration alſo, with. reſpect to their CharaRer of Hiſto- 
rians, HERE 
2. The particular Advantages theſe Hiſtorians had of informing them- 
ſelves of the true Account of the Expedition of Alexander : And that was 
an opportunity of conſulting thoſe Authors who were followers of Alexan- 
der, and  Eye-Witneſles of his Ations 'and thoſe we have an account of 
are Ariſtobulus, Clitarchus, Oneſicratus, and Ptolomens Lagiz which laſt was 
one of Alexander's great Captains, and after his Death King of Egypt. Theſe 
were perſonally acquainted with the Story of. Mexander, and had confign'd 
it to Writing, whoſe Writings. theſe Hiſtorians confulted, - and front 
whom reſpeCtively 'they extracted their Hiſtories. | 


Diodorns mentions Clitarchas; Plutarch very often Diod. liv.rr, Put, in Alexandre, 


Ariſtobulus, and all the reſt ; Curtius mentions Cli- Cmt., g, 
tarchus and Ptolomy; and Arrian plainly tells vs Arriay, Pref, 


that' he made uſe of, and collected his Hiſtory from ox pai mri rm guhy met 
Ariftobalus and Ptolomy, and that what they had writ= "A\eEdvi\ps #8 v1\imms fuvi- 
zen of Alexander he would write alſo, as being moſt true; yoo 4£v, Tx 72% ty ws TTY 


and adds a weighty Reaſon, why the Truth of Pro- a4 avayoo Lo. 
bmy's Relation ought not to be called in queſtion ; 
for that he was not onely a Soldier under Alexander , but when he wrote 
theſe things he was a King, in whom an untruth would be more foul than 
in any other Perſon. Theſe then were the Authors our H:;ſtorians conſul- 
ted, and they compiled their reſpeftive Hiſtories ont of the Writings of 
thoſe very Men, who were Eye-Witneſſes to what they delivered, and were 
all of them Companions to Alexander in his Expedition, and one of them in 
a moſt eminent Station and Place of Truſt under him. And now I will ap- 
peal to all the World, and to the Author himſelf, if ſuch a joint Omiilion 
of a ſingle Story, vouched but by a ſingle — be not ſufficient to _ 
2 that 
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that Story ſuſpitionsz .for otherwiſe one of: theſe three things muſt follo w-: 
Either. that Joſephus, who:wrote 400 Years after; knew better what was 
done than thoſe that were Eye-Wieneſſes ;- or, that ſeveral Eye-Witneſſes 'un- 
dertaking to write a Story, ſhould all of them, either wilfully and imduſtri. 
ovuſly., or through: negligence or 'inadvertence, omit the moſt obſervable 
Paſlage in the whole3. or, that other Hiſtorians of undoubted Credit, and 
living in ſeveral Ages, and in divers Nations, and being of differing Tem- 


| Pers and Intereſts, and each of them conſulting and tranſcribing out of the 


Writings of thoſe Eye-Witneſſes , ſhould all of them unanimouſly omir one 
ſingle Story, of very great Note, and which had been particularly remark- 
ed by the Authors they conſulted 3 and this without the leaſt Proof that ei- 


ther of them aCtually did fo, and which is founded onely on an inevident 


and preſumptive Malice, which they had in their Hearts. How willing ſo- 
ever ſome Men are to impoſe. upon themſelves,-1 defie the moſt credu- 


:Jous and eafie Man alive to believe either of theſe, if he can. Men had 


mage complain of Fattion and Party, that offer ſuch things as theſe for Rea- 
ONS. ; 

He adds, Jt was the ſame Reafon that they had to paſs by all the Miracles of 
Chriſt aud his Apeſiles;, ſhould we therefore grant the Story of theſe to be ſuſpiti- 
ous, -becauſe the Heathen Writers of thoſe times take no Notice of any ſuch thing ? 
But: how does the Author know, that the Heathen Writers of thoſe times 
did paſs by the Miracles of Chriſt and bis Apoſtles out of Malice to them 
and to the Chriſtian Religion? Might it not be done ont of Miſtake, want 
of due Information, Incredulity, or becanſe it was foreign to the Matter of 
their Hiſtory? Some of theſe I ſuppoſe may paſs: for as good Reaſons as 
Aalice. But let that be as it will; it is nothing at all:to'the purpoſe ; fcr 
the Caſes are by no means parallel npon many accounts: For, 1. The 
Reaſon and Ground of my Obje&ion.was not the mere Silence of theſe Hi- 
ſtorians, but their Silence in ſuch Matters as not onely relate to, but make 
a mighty Figure tn the Hiitory they treat of; and in ſuch Caſes their Omiſ- 
ton is an Argument of Sufpition, though their bare Omiſſton be not: And 
therefore to make our Author's Anſwer reach the Caſe, we muſt ſuppoſe , 
tat the Life of Chrift and his ApofHles was the immediate ſubjett of their re- 
Ipeve Hiſtories, as the Life of Alexander was of theſe Hiſtorians; and then 
inaecd their omitting the Miracles, and moſt remarkable Inſtances of their 
Lives, would have made the Caſes of Omiſfion parallel ; but this is a litilz 
too wild for any Man to ſuppoſe. And what a pure Conſequence is this! 
The Omiſton of the moit memorable Paſſage in the Life of Alexanaer, by 
thoſe Hiſtorians who wrote the Life of Alexander, is an Argument thats 
£64t Story 1s fuſpitious; and therefore the Omillion of the Miracles of Chrj3 
23d his Jpeſiles, by thoſe Hiſtorians who do not write their Lives, is like- 
wue an Argument of the ſame Sufpition. But if this, as inconſequent as it 
33, Was allowed our Authour, it would not ferye his Purpoſe : _ ; 

| 2, There | 
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. . 2. There is apgreatDifference in the Authority : 'Tis true, the Heathen 
Writers taking no Notice.of the Miracles of Chrift,; and his- Apoſtles, is-na 
reaſon to grant, that-therefore they are ſuſpitious ; nor yet would it be 
any reaſon, if they had'expreſſed the clean contrary: But the reaſon of 
that 1s, becauſe they have the Teſtimony of Writings divinely inſpired, and 
the Authority-of which cannot; be-.impeach'd by the Afﬀertions, and much 


TIE 


Tels by. the Silence of all the Heathers.in the World. - But what is this to- 


the Authority. of. Foſephs ? .. Does that ſtand upon as clear a bottorn as the 
Scriptures? And where L wonder is the conſequence , becauſe the Silence 
of Heathen Writers is nothing -.againſt the Authority of the Holy Ghoſt, 


therefore it is alſo nothing. againſt the Authority of ,Foſephus? And . 


therefore this is nothing to the purpoſe , except the Authority of Joſephus 
was as ſacred and infallible. as the Scriptures. themſelves... And. therefore 


if our Author would make the Caſes parallel, he muſt ſuppoſe that. the Mi- - 


racles.of Chriſt and his Apoſtles ſtood onely upon humane Teſtimony, and 
then ſuppoſe tive Heathen Hiſtorians, of undoubted Credit, ſhould profet- 
ſedly undertake to write the Lzfe and AFs of our Saviour and his Apoſtles, 
and one ſingle Chriſtian, of no better Credit than they in point of Hiſtory, 
ſhould take notice of one ſingle Inſtance omitted by. them all ;..I would fata 
know; whether in- ſuch a Caſe that ſingle Inſtance might nor reaſonably be 
deemed ſuſpitious,- and of doubtfull Credit. But yet this 1s not the Caſe ; 
For, | ; 
3. The Character of the Hiſtorians, even in point of Religion, very well 
ſaits with the Matter of their Hiſtory. Here we have fs Heathen Hiſtori- 


ans writing the Life of a Heathen Prince ;.: and therefore there. can. be no . 


Exception taken-to their Religion in that point: And if this. was an Ar- 
gnment, 'tis againſt the Authority of Zoſephus; for I ſuppoſe the Hearthens 
hated the Jews. no-more than the Fews did the Heathens; and I hope the 
Authority of a- Heathen Hiſtorian may be argumentative with reſpect to the 
Hiſtory of a Heathen Prince, .though it be not the ſame with reſpect to the 
Hiſtory of Chriſt -and his Apoſtles. / For what 1f they did bear Malice to 
the Jews, and to the Chriſtians, Did they: bear Malice to Alexander alſo, 
that they would not tell the truth which they knew of him? Our Author 
indeed tells us, that i* made for the Honour of the Fewiſh Nation; and what 
ifit did? Lid it-not make for the Honour of Alexander alſo ? And there- 
fore thoſe who write the Story of Alexander, wouid not relate an honoura- 
ble and memorable Paſlage concerning him , becauſe that would redound 
alſo to the Honour of the Jews 3 'that 1s. to.ſay,, they would all of them doe 
wrong to Truth, to the Prince they wrote of, and ro their own Hiſtory , 
rather than dce right to an Enemy. However the Queſtion is concerning, 
the Hiſtory of an Heathen Prince, recorded by Heather Hiſtorians , and L 
hope there is a great deal of Diiſerence between Heathen Hiſtorians omit- 
ting Macters rclating to-a H@athen Prince; and between Heathen Hiſtori- 

al 
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| (14) 
ans omitting Matters relating to'onr Saviour; and his Religion ; for who 
expects an account of Chriſtianity from Hearben Writers ? AndP?ris a'pure 
Conſequence, becauſe they have not recorded an extraordinary Inſtarice in 
the Life of a Heathen, and becauſe likewiſe the Heathen Hiſtorians have not 
recorded the Miracles of-Chrift and his Apoftles ,, therefore their Omiſſion 
in one Cafe may be drawn into Argunient, as well as the other : For 
P. 3, our Author tells.ns very gravely, We okght to take beed of ſuch: Arguments as 
an Adverſary may make uſe of againſt the Goſpel ſelf. And what I pray is this 
dangerous Argument? Why truly ?tis as plain'as'can'be; Becauſe one 
: ſingle Story in the Life of a Heathen Prince is ſuſpitious, as being recorded 
7 onely by Feſephus, for that ſeveral Heathen Hiſtorians, of as good Credit as 
Ns ”Y himſelf, who have given us the whole Progreſs of that Prince, have not in 
W314] the leaſt "mentioned it 3 therefore if this be admitted the Goſpel is in dan- 
HIRy | ger: For an Adverſary may ſay. that the Heathen Hiſtorians of thoſe times 
6 TY | rook no notice of the Miracles of Chriſt , and-his Apoſtles; and therefore 
=} if their Silence. be an Argument of Suſpition, ?tis equally-ſo in both Caſes, 

- 28 becanſe thoſe Heathen Hiſtorians neither undertook to write the Life of 

4D Chriſt, nor of his Apoſtles; nor, if they had, were they of equal Credir 
with them that did nor is humane Teſtimony-to ſtand in competition with 
divine Teftimony. And now let any Heather, Turk, or Few, Friend or 
Foe, provided he be'a rational Creature , make ſuch an Argument, if. he 
can ; which notwithſtanding is the true ſtate of the Caſe. And by the way, 
if our Author had no more to ſay to prove the Authority. of the Scriptures, 
than he has for the Authority of this Story-of Foſephus , he would'make the 
Scriptures themſelves as fuſpitious as this Story : and he may conſider his 
own Caution ; for as we ought to take heed of ſuch Arguments, '{o we ought 
to take heed of ſuch Parallels as an Adverſary may make uſe of againſt the 
SLA Goſpel it ſelf. For as our Author hath handled the Matfer, he makes the 
TRE ; Atthority of Foſephus equal with the Scriptures ; for if the Silence of HZea- 
CNRS © then Hiſtorians be no Argument againſt Joſephus, becauſe it is no Argument 
Fob 34; againſt the Scriptures, 1 doubt he muſt make both of- the ſame Authority , 
2 © Salt or elſe own that his Anſwer is nothing to the purpoſe. 

But after all , our Author is not ſo apprehenſive of what an Adverſary 
in this Caſe may make uſe of againſt the Goſpel ; for he tells vs immediate- 
iy following, But #f it were true that our Objefor here ſays ,, that theſe Hea- 
rhens tell us the clean contrary to that which we have from Joſephus, there might 
be ſomething in this Contradittion , though not in the Silence of Heathen Writers. 
Very well ! Then ſuppoſe the Heathen Writers, as Porphirie and Celſws for 
Inſtance, ſhould expreſly ſay, that Chrif# and his Apoſtles did no Miracles , 
according to our Author's way of anſwering there might be ſomething in 
tnat, though nothing at all in their Si/ence, and then-I dovbt if an Adver- 
ſary had the handling of it, he would go near to make a much ſtronger 
Argiment againſt the Goſpel upon our Auther's Principles, than it he ” 
gue 
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gued from their meer Silence Bat our Anothor's Buſineſs was toanfwer me, 
and thar'is enongh-at' onetime, and/not to:conſider the conſequences of his 
own Anſwers, which more palpably run him into thoſe very Inconveniences 
he is willing tocharge me with; for if hewill ſtick by his Anſwer, it inevi- 


tably turns upon him”, and he will never be able to ayoid it: Well! but © 


there might be ſomething in this Contradiftion, though not in the Silence of Hea- 
then Writers; But then what becomes of our Author's Reaſon before for 
their Silence ;, viz. their Hatred and Contempt of 'the Fews ? For'if that be 
a Reaſon for their Slence of this/Story, why is-it not alſo as good'a Reaſon 
for their ContradiGing it ? ' "And if Halice prompted them to omit a Paſſage 
that made for the honour of the'Fewiſh Nation, the ſame Malice, 1 fuppolſe, 
might as well prompt them to ſay the clean contrary : For if Hiſtorians write 
by their Paſſions, and notaccordfng; to plain Truth, that CharaRterequal- 
Iy extends to what they ſay, as'to what they do nat; provided/there be 
but the ſame Reaſon, that is; AGehce to the Perſons abbott whom'they write. 
So that had our Author'ſopleaſed, this might have been as-good a Reaſon 
againſt their Contradiing this Story, as their Slence'in it 3 and he might 
with the ſame Truth and Juſtice have charged them with malitions Inventime, 
as well as with malitious Onnting. But the Author1 ſuppoſe: did*not think 
it neceſſary for his parpoſe now, he thought they' did tiot contradict this 
Story, and therefore-(though'his Reafon be the' ſame againſt both)"is con- 
tented to allow that there may be ſomething in thi Comtradiftion.” Well; ' let 
us take what he wil-allow us, 'and l believe he had better have kept to his 
Reaſon, and have cliarged them- with alice in all Points, and there had 
heen an end; and there is no Credit to be given to-What they ſay; 'and this, 
though-no body could have believed it, it would: have ſerved however for 
an Anſwer: For if our Author will admit their contradiding this Story to 
be ſomething , I doubt they have faid that which is very near contradicting 
it; and our Author muſt have an extraordinary Faculty, if he can recon- 
cile this Story to'what they deliver , as we ſhall ſee upon examining what- 
our Author ſays. He adds, Perhaps the Objeftor might mean, that the account 
of thoſe Hiſtorians ts contrary to that of the Author, againſt whom be writes ;, for 
this Author, as he cites hmm, (1 know not how truly, ) ſaith, that from Tyre 
Alexander came direfly ts Jeruſalem. That indeed dath not agree with the ace 
count given us bythe Hiſtorians he mentions : But Joſephus doth not ſay this ;, be 
tells us that Alexander bavin? beſieged Tyre ſeven Months, and then taken it, 
came forward to Gaza, and took it after a Siege of two Months, and then haſted 
to Jeruſalem, which ſubmitted to him, as alſo did the neizkbouring Cities, Now 
our Author ſeems to in{inuate to his Readers, that my Anſwer to the Ob- 
j2Ction was this : That whereas it 15 in the Obje&tion, that Alexander from 
Tyre came directly to Jeruſalem, I allert from the Hiſtorians, that he came 
from Tyre dire{ly to Gaza, andnot to Fernſalem; but this is neither my An- 


ſwer, nor can be made out from my Words. I cited the Objection indeed, 
as 
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as1 found it, ( whether our Author thinks 1 cited it truly or nd, )- and he 
that made the Objection put 1t in that manner; but-I knew well enough Fo- 
ſephas did: mot: ſay, that Alexander came'direaly from Tyre to Jeruſalem ;, 
and therefore I took no advantage of that Miſtake, but; luited my Anſwer 
to the Objefion in the full latitude, 'and as it ought to-have been ;-and-ac- 
cordingly [ ſay that theſe Hiſtorians tell us, © That from the Siege-of Tyre 


nave. P.4} o Alexander went dire&lyto Gaza, andiſo on into Egypt. Now Alexander”s 


© : M0 going directly from Gaze to: Egypt, -as much contradicts the true Objection, 


and the account of Foſephrsi, as his going directly from Tyre. to.Gaza does 
the Miſtake-of the Objector. - But, {aithiour Author, this..conſiſts very well 
mith what we read'in thoſe Hiſtorians ;, for they agree, that from Tyre he went 
direftly to Gaza; yet after the taking that City., they do not ſay that be went pre- 
ſently into. Egypt. . ,He might ſtay long enotigh to go to Jeruſalem ,. which was 


2s 4 about fifty:Miles diſtant, and receive the Submiſſion of that, and the neighbouring 


Cities, before the! went 4to Egypt... Now. Ido. not know what our Author 
- means, when he-ſays theſe Hiſtorians do not ſay:that, Alexander went pre- 
$ ſently into Egypt. They ſay he went from Gaza, and after the. Siege of 

Gaza into Egypt ;, and that, I think, is not ſaying, that from Gaza, or at- 
ter the Siege of Gaza, he went to Jeruſalem, but the contrary; as if a Man 
$; deſcribing the Journies of a Traveller ſhould ſay, hecame.to Vxbridge, and 
F: from thence he went:;to-£4don, and then he went to Canterbury: , I would 
fain ask-any Body, | whether this is not a contradiction. to.:the ſaying that 


-” Pl © Traveller went from: Zondor to Sr. Albans, and thence to Canterbary, except 
EY the Man had ſome Spight to Sr. Albans, and then indeed I do not know how 
LH much.it might alter the:Buſineſs? The Situation is-juſt the ſame; for 7e- 
E 65 ruſalem ſtands North, of. Gaza , and Zgypr-is South : / and. a Man would be 
gs apt to imagine, that the ſaying Alexander went South, is acontradiction to 


the ſaying he went North; for as I take it-, two oppoſite Points of the 
Compaſs are contrary to each other. And as to Alexander's doing this pre- 


Art $a ſently, or as our Author ſays, they do not ſay he-preſertly 


Feyptun adire feſtinans,---- ille went into Egypt', Curtius tells us , that he made haſte into 
feptimo = he 4 Ges - - Egypt ; and that ox the. ſeventh day after he had moved his 
menaen pp , - pens Fr | Army from Gaza, he.came into the Region of Egypt. Now 
juit, 1. 3. I doubt this does directly contradict the account of 70- 

ſephus, and which our Author defends : For if Alexander 
on the ſeventh day after his Removal from Gaza arrived in Egypt, I won- 
der how it was poſiible for him to go with his whole Army fifty Miles ano- 
ther way , ( for our Author tells us, Feruſalem. was about fifty. Miles from 
Gaza, ) and to receive the Submiſſion of Jeruſalem, and ſtay there a day at 
tealt, and then purſue his Voyage into Zgypr, and accompilſh all this in ſe- 
ven days. I wonder what kind of Marches our Author, to make this out, 
muſt allot for great Armies? Archbiſhop Vſher (to whoſe Judgment our 


P.g. Author tells us he attributes much in theſe Matters,) was ſenſible of this 
_  Incon- 
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Inconyenience z and therefore thouph he hath taken the-main-Sgory from: 


Jafepbus, yet he was not ſo very fond of his-Crediz, as to defend Impoſſibi- 
lities tojuſtifie it 3 but plainly:tells us from theſe Hiſtorians, that Alexander 
went directly from Gaza into Fzypt, and came on the - _. 
ſeventh day to Pelnſium, and nat , by turning his. Journey 
backwaras, to Jeruſalem, after the-taking of Gaza, as it 1s 


Bp. Uſver thought the account: of theſe Hiſtorians con- mr jt 
tradicted the account of Zoſephus inthis matter; it is plain likewiſe, that 
for that Reaſda he rejected the Anthority of Joſephs, ſo far as itrelates to 
this particular ; for he expreſly quotes Cartins and Arriay, and charges Fe= 
ſepbus with Inconfiderateneſs, for affirming contrary, to what they do; _ And 
this is as good an Argument"againft the whole Story, as it is againſt this 
. Þatiticuiar Branch of it; for if it be an Argument againſt Joſephus's, account 
of Alexander's coming from Gazato Jeruſalem, becauſe theſe Hiltorians ſay 
that on the ſeventh day upon his moving from Gaza; he came into.Egypr:; 


and this is irreconcilable with what Fo/ephus delivers. "Then ris ikea; 
an argument againſt his coming from-Tyre to Fernſalem , (which is the Bp's 
account) for they as expreſly affirm that Alexander went diretly from 
Tyre to Gaza; as that he went from Gaza to,Egypr-in ſeven days; and which 
our Author alſo owns. -So that if the Reaſon be.good,, Alexander care not 
from &aza:to Jeruſalem, as in Foſephus's account 5 nor from;Tyre to Feruſa» 
lem, as in the Biſhop's account z and conſequently he did not come there at: 
all: So that although the Primate allows the Stary , yet the reaſon why 
he rejects this part, is equally valid againſt the whole; and that is, as 
it; contradicts the account given us by thoſe Hiſtorians who-wrote the Life of 
Alexander ;, and Joſephus upon the ſame Reaſon might be charged yvith Raſt- 
neſs and Inconſiderateneſs, with reſpeCt to the whole, as well as. with reſpect 
to a particular part .of it; and his Authority againſt them js ao better in 
one caſe, than it is in the other. And this I thonght good to ſay with re- 


ſpe&t to Bp. Uſer's account of this Matter, and I did it for theſe Reaſons: | 


1. To ſhew our Author, that notwithſtanding his pretence of attributing 


very much to his Fudgment intheſe Matters, he takes the liberty todifter from 


him, as often as he pleaſes, and as often as he thinks it for his purpoſe, 

2.. To ſhew him that Bp. Vſher made no fcruple of charging Joſephus 
with Inconſiderateneſs, when he thought there was good Reaſon for it ; and 
therefore there was no ſuch need of an OQut-cry againſt his Adverſary's eager 
deſire to find Faults jn Joſephus, and which blinded hu Eyes. : 

3. To ſhew our Author the ingenuity of his inlinuating Parentheſts, p. 3. 
when he ſays concerning the ObjeCtion I-put, with reſpect to this'Story , 
that Alexander from Tyre came direCtly to. Feruſalem; and then teils me , 
This Author, as he cites bim, (1 kyow not how truly ;,) Now (as it happens) 
the Objection is the very ſenſe of Bp: Tiers (thoygh I had no ——_ 

| " , 


Aon Mondi 1673, «--101 ve- 
tro cottuerſo itinere ,. Hirroſolymam 


inconfiderately delivered by Joſephus. Now it is plain, Gan nb 


P. 5. 
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| ARS reſpect to him, but to another Objector,) and any Man who reads onr Au- 
oy NES. thor's Vindication, will eaſily conclude that he is well acquainted with-the 
FI Biſhop's Tenſe ; and when that is the ſame with the Objection, by a ſly pa- 


TORRES - rentheſis to queſtion whether I'had cited tt er#ly, or no,j as if no Man had 
I made it, is ſuch a ſtrain of Ingenuity, that is not eaſily to be met with, and 


"PS may ſerve for a Parallel to fnch honeſt Hiſtorians as our Author talks of, 
©. B . who can omit plain Matter of Fact, out of pure alice and Contempt to the 

Ef $ Perſons concerned. | | 

SLOT 4 To ſhew our Author the great Difference that is between Archbiſhop 

ew Oſter and him. The Archbiſhop indecd was a very learned Man, and, as 


z p,,, our Author ſays, «great Chronologer, and a good Textuary and agrecable to 
1.2 that Character we do not find him loading thoſe Hiſtorians with Reproa- 
5 Hl ches and Calumnies, and charging them with Hatred and Malice, when 
if 8 there is nothing elſe"to ſay, which 3s a way of anſwering peculiar to our 
i Author, and not much in'uſe among learned Men. Bur-inſtead of that the 
S A. Bp. owns them as Anthors of good Credit and Authority, and to ſay no 
Lbs þ more , -in Alexander's Progreſs prefers them to Joſephus; and where they 
FEVER contradict the account of Foſephns, he owns theirs, and rejects Foſephm?s, 
1 25 in the preſent Inſtance; and I doubt not but he would have rejected the 
6 Et whole Story, had he'as-well confidered it; for the Reaſon is the'ſame in 
þ > both : But this Controverſie was never on foot before, and learned Men 
Pa gt might eaſily-let a'Story paſs, which they had no great occaſion to:conſider. 
! [4 5. Thar it was the A. Bp*s Judgment, (and, as our Author tells me, 
My. P. 20. with reſpect tothe Conyocation, he may be aware how muchthe Archbiſhop®s 
$18 Fudgment would be preferred before his , where he differs from him, ) that the 
|. Fat Story, as Foſepurs bath laid it; contradicts the account of theſe Hiſtorians, 
$* (9.4 and that the A. Bp. could not reconcite them; and therefore in that par- 
TK ticnlar rejected the Authority of Foſephxs.  'But however our Author makes 
4; it as ealie as poſſible; for he tells ns, That Alexander might well doe this, (go 
a from Gazato Jernſalcm,) according to Diodor's account, who ſaith, that ha- 
_ Y ving ſettled things about Gaza ,, he ſent away Amyntas into Macedonia. A 
Tal.. Very pleaſant account ! Dzogor faith Alexander ſettled or diſpoſed Things 
Cow No- about Gaza; that is , according to our Author's Interpretation, -ke went 
6A by and took in Fernfalem, and the whole Kingdom of Fudea: Juſt as if a Man 
|  fhould ſay, the King of Exgland ſettled Things about Newcaſtle; that is to 
ſay, he went and conquered Edinburgh, and all the Kingdom of Scotland. 
At this rate our Author may make Hiſtorians agree with him when he pleaſc, 
and they muſt be very malitious Heathens indeed , if he cannot bring them 
over to ferve his purpoſe. - And 'yet after fuch Proofs as theſe our Author 
gravely concludes, Thrs being not contrary, but very conſiſtent with the account 

we have from Joſephus, there is no farther cauſe of Sufpition ox thu Head, 
The next thing which our Authour examines, is the Difficulty of re- 
conviting it 70 Chronology, Nay, ( our Author adds,) This is n0t all the oh 
Jeitor 


(19) 
Jeltar tells us, for he faith afterwards, there are Diffieu 
all Chronologers; ' and at laſt; there'are inſuperable-Difficnltses in this Story. -Now 
all this I, ſaid, - but not-in-the. ſame manner -arid;ordes; -nor with the ſame 
reſpect:as our Author mentions-them,' as we; ſhall'fee preſently. : and-it is 
well for our 'Author that he-;writes in defence of - Dr; Shexlack,, and not 


againſt him, for otherwiſe he might have been chaſtiſed-for this, and; have Vindic. of 
been told, that the altering his Adverſaries Method and Order , had mare of 


art-than honeſty int.- - But |: ſhall-leave ſuch Exceptions as theſe to: Dr... Sher- 
lock.,.only I think-if be did nor like the order I propoſed them-in, he-ought 
at leaſt fairly to have repreſented -them, and to have expreſſed. the full force 
of them ;' if he-would have'done this, he might have taken, what.method 
he liked beſt : but to break the Series and Thread of a Diſcourſe, and leave 
out five parts in ſix, that immediately concerns the Argument; .to pick out 
one. Sentence.from a, Paragraph, .and leave out all the reſt ; to take a piece 
from. one place, and tack it to another to which it. does not belong, and to 
apply a ſmall ;part of a Sentence to agother part:of it,. though it reſpeCts 
the whole, and then-argue from-it, and fuch. like :. Now ſued bog things 
as :theſe could never have.hegen done, if'our Author would have anſwered 
in order, and Paragraph by. Paragraph, :or at leaſt have taken the Para- 
graph entire. when he did anfwer it ; or, if that might not be ,-to have ta- 
ken thejentire Argument, : or at leaſt the ſenſe of 1t:-  But-inſtead; of that 
our Author.is for taking apiece here, and apiece there z, a. Word from one 
place, -and 'a Sentence from-another.;, andithis he calls anſwering , as'we 
ſhall ſee as we go along ; for 1 ſhall punctually follow him, and examine all 
that he ſays,.in my Reply, though with reſpect to my Objections, he was not 
pleaſed to.doe cither-1n his Ap/wer... .- SOC 01 tots a8frnt 
. ::-Andwith reſpect to the Deffculnes that attend-this Story 1n point of Chro- 
ology, . firſt of aLour Antbor-asks,. Where: are they , for I confeſs; 1 do not ſee 
any Difficulty. Now had-Dr. Sherlock been to anſwer, he would, haye.yold 
him, They are in my Book, till, - and there he: may find them: And .needs 
confeſs, this is quick and expeditious, and if: Defficalties will be anſwered by 
asking where they are,. wemay expect full Performance. WH 4h Ou, 
Author cannot-fee Waod for Trees; he cannot ſee the Difficulries, becauſe ſo 
thick and obvious he cannot ſee them becauſe he can.ſce nothing elſe.; The 
Chronology of the Femſp affairs, - that are contemporary with. the Perſian 
Monarchy, is a difficult piece of Chronology, as any other whatever, and 
bath been matter of Diſpute and Contention among all Chronolpgers3 
and one main Reaſon of that is, The lame and imperict.Coot-to ay falls) 
account that Joſephus hath, given of the afiairs af. Zuaes ,, with reſpet.to 
thatitimez and this very. Story (yhether aur Aurhge.cau fee it op no) hath 
been one ground. of - theſe Contentions: .» However, the Difficulres may. bg 
4 what they will, for any thing our Author ſays to.rempye or:reconcue them. 

He hath giyen.another account indeed of. ſorye things thay 1. have. done 3 
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265 that bave perplexed 


the Caſt of _ © 
Alleg p.ti. -- 
K:33 


cf aa 
” 
7 


P. 4+ 


54 


V 
N 
+, EI 


Rs + 


| { wb ) 

214- who could doubt of that? Other Men have given: andther: a0connt 
thari he! hss dorie; and'ds many Men as" have underiaken it;: there are fo 
many-Mitds'about it j'” our Author's'own account in fome reſpects differs 
ftom #1] the World 'befides , as'we ſhall ſee by-#nd by 3 but this makes no- 
thing sgainſt myObjetion, butifor it; *for I plainly ſappole 'it, and my 


' Argument turns upott it, and the conſequence' is, 'that therefore it is 4iff- 


cult. The varions atconnt that is givery proves the Uncertainty, and if the 
Author's 4&ottt differs from-others a#/good'Chronologers as bimfſelf, this 
ſill farther 'confirnis/it, Whet her bu7'Anthor tan ſee any Difficulty vr no. 
The force of this Will appears we proceed, 119 1 ht Ke EF 7 
" The Author” ſays I telF ttfi: the Difficulty 1es:4n the Ages of the Perſons, 
chry Ages,' not inthe leaſt nentuontd by any Hiſtorian , as that Sanballat lived 
ts above 145; and" Jaddus ro above 12 4 Tears of age,” * { 
He anſwets , « Bit” doth Jolepliis ſay this ?'' Nor #9 words , (nothing liks it. 
Right; nor in fenfe tiither 5/#hd 6 Thad faid; /as plain as 1 could fpeak,— 


Anſw,p. 9. © That'neither Foſeph47 minſelF; norany othet Hiſtorian y takes! the leait 


# 


" © xpotice of either of 'theiti living to/fuch mighty ages; — 'and our Author 


repeats it, ot in the leaſt jmentioncd by any Hiſtorian. And this is plainly the 
reaſon of my Objetion?, That becauſe neither Fofephm , nor atiy Hiſtorian 


hadtak (hoof one Bving to fiith 5g6s;" therefore there was tio-reaſon 
£0 conclitde' they-lived (6 tonp;; ad this 1'Ra@ confirmed fromiExperience 
and common Obfervation,; thatſaci liſtances are as' famous as' Prodigies, 
and as much taken notice'of by Hifforians; as iti the Caſe of 61d Parr, And 
what then doth our Author mean by tis Queſtion',, Does Joſephus Jay this, 
or any thing like it ? For if he had ſaid it; there would have been no force 
in that part of the ObjeCtipn, and it is fonnded in bis-not:ſaying it; - But 
this is the effect of Jumbling and Corfftifion; and: of raking pidtes of. Sen- 
tences, without conſidering the whole Arguments -Men fpeak for their Ad- 
yerfaric baryon CT And our Author in- 
ftead of anſwering hath confirined ant proved my Objetion ; and he gives 
that "very thing in anſwer, which'in-ſo many words I had given as the 
Ground of my Objettiori. © But (fays-he) 4* muſt come to thi, if the Objettor 
Feckans trans, Cometo' what That Joſephus ſays Sanballat-lived to above 
T45 Tears, '&c Nothing Hke it = It muſt 'comie'to this indeed, that oſe- 
phas is miſtaken in his'Calculſation of the Time wherein Sanballat and Jad 
as lived: But this is nothing at all to-his ſaying they lived ſo long; for 
that he dots not ſays Und yet aligning them to fach times, when by Chro- 
nological Cotnpvtation'they muſt have lived to-ſtich ages, -andin'the mean 
time taking no notice*that they zctually dit live 'to ſich 'remarkable-ages, 
is a ſign that he hath miſplaced them, and /is out as to the time of theitLi- 
ving, though he might-not be'ſo in their reſpective ages , which he takes 
no notice of, He adds,” ard if he miſreckon for Joſephus , he deals as ill with 
Scriptnre'; 'oncly he doth not charge it with Suſpstion of that accom, This 1% 
feng very 


isa 


a Difficulty in Chronology ; Ang thence concludes, that I ought not to call 
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ay ſad-buſinefs indeed ;"thatvis to ſayybdo 


not think theScrip 
LN thongh I-think Toſephne's-aceount:iy | mired the teen 
d where, Le rmgy 1s: the's *MEM wks we 


lived to ED 


_ takes no notpe. of it, 6 beth exncied 
thas. Seory. in Joſophusduſpitious, berauſt of ene «it - 
with Chronoldgy... And why ſo,” 1 pray ? . Is the Avthority of F Dus -as ſa- 
cred as the.Styiprures F' and is there the ſame reaſon'to charge the! Scripture 
accauat. with-Suſpicion , becauſe, of, ſome Chronological |Diflicylties,.as 
there!is aSroryin Teſephu ?- And: herg:l muſt.ooce-again-congtatulate;ous 
Author,..that :he did 'not write &DroSherlock,, for.then kgmightihave | 
been-told,- Whither theſe Arguments. will carry or Ambor I cannot.tell..” 1 grant Vindiou.” 
#ndeed, .that.a Story in Joſephia.is ſyſpitious, becauſe it is clogg'd. with Dit-. 2. 48, 45- 
ficulties.: but is that Reaſon to. rejef the Anthority of Scripture toa'? , This 

bath nothing. but either.  Seepriciſms of.Infallibibry at vhe bottom. And-this thangh 

it was nothing againſt his Anſwerer, I am affraid it-will reach home here3 

for if to argue, from the Difficulties thatare in; the Scriptures y,,co;ghe Suſpi- 

cion of the Truth of what they deliver in thoſe Matters, 'be as reaſonable-ag 

to argue inthe ſame manner with.reſ] pect to-humane Writings, then [ doubt 

it will follow, (as the Doctor ſays,  cthat;we- muſt be. either Scepticks in 
Religiys, or. ſeek. for an infallible Intergreter:: If it be not as reaſonable, then 

our Authoz?s. Concluſion is nothing to the Purpoſe. and his Premiſſes and 
Concluſion do. notagree. '., His Premiſſes are».,thataccording,to-the Objec- 

tor's accaunt of Scripture, Ezra muſt, haye lived to 157 years; and this is 
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that Stay in Jofephts {ufpitionr, becauſe | of» the Diffcailty of reconciling 5t with 
Chronology , as if the Diffculty'of reconciling a Story with Chronalogy, 
was as good an Argnment againft the Authority of Scripture, as it is againſt 
the Authority of "Joſephus. Our Author tells me, -that an eager deſire to find 
Fantes ir: Joſephus Winded my Eyes > Now Paſſion, Intereſt, and the God.of 
this World is very; apt-to' doe fo, 'and if our Author pleaſe to conſider, 
whether an eager Delireito vixdcate him, 'hath not-had that very effeft up- 
on him. | | 

Our Authour adds, In vain do Men talk, of reconciling Differences, (1 ſup. 


-/, poſeit ſhoufd be Diffientties ,') #bere rhere' are none, but of their own making. 


i They that'rake Ezra to have beer born before the Captivity, judge fo for this Rea- 


$32, "Now here arte two things of 'pleafant Obſervation.” 

1; 'But juſt before our: Author tes me, that 7-fird no Difficulty in the Age 
of Ezra, and obje&s it to me, and argues upon it ,' and-yet now it mult be, 
17 v4in do Men talk of Difficalties, 'though all the' Difficulties he fpeaks of 
here are ſuch only as reſpect the-ape of Ezra. | 


_ © 2. Heitfimates, that theſe /Difficalties are onely of my onw making 3 and 


yet it immediately: follows, They that take Ezra to have'beenhorn, &c. then 


' i ſeems It is They, -and not'my felf onely, that have made it, or found it, 


which our Author -pieafe. And what can a Man ſay to fuch an Anfwerer, 
that forgets himſelf at this rate;' and'twice-together contradits inthe Line 
following whathe. had'faid but-the very Line before. 

".- Well; but'They that rakFEzca to have beth born before the Captivity, judge fo 


Ext 7.1. for this:Keaſen, 'bccauſe it us ſaid; that he was the Son-of 'Seraia the high Prieſt, 


Nth,12.23. 
I. 10, 


that was killed befare the Captivity: But in like manner Seraiah #s there made 
the 17th froni Aaron, that lived near a thouſand years before, The meaning is, 
that-Seraia was deſcended from Aaron (and ſo Ezra was from Seraia) not m- 
mediately, -but with others bitween,, that are not mentioned. And ſo'Johanan 
the High Prieſt 'is called the Sor of Eliaſhib, who indeed was his Grandfather, 
and his Father was Jehoiada, that i not there mentioned. This is a common way 
of ſhortening Peaigrees, which if the Objeftor bad conſidered, be would nat have 
run himſelf into tht Difficulty of Ezra's Age, whith though he takgs no notice of, 
is much greatcr that thoſe of which he complains. \ In anſwer to this 1 have 
theſe things 'to obſerve: oo 7 

3. That our Author*s Solution of this Difficulty is not very -probable : 
For though it be admitted, that Pedigrees in Scripture are often ſhortened ; 
and according to the way of Expreſſion among the Hebrews , when one is 
faid to be the Son of another , it does not always mean, that that Perſon 
was his immediate Father, but that he was deſcended from him, though 
not immediately. -But this notwithſtanding , here are two things that 
make a great difference in the preſent Caſe, and -which are reaſons that 
It is not fo to be underſtood , when it is ſaid that Ezra was the Son of 


Ser ata. 
(r.) That 


( 23 


_ (1) That Exrs himſelf was the Perſon who refated this Vedigree, and Fri 5. 


It 1s not very probable that he ſhould omit and make no mention of his 
own immediate Father ; and I believethere is not:ane ſingle Inſtance to be 
found, .in thedeſcribing any Genealogy in Scripture; that the immediate 
Farther of the Perſon whoſe Genealogy iwas'defcribed was lef our, thouzh 
at the ſame time ſome others of the direct Line , -but- of remoter diſtance, 
have been omitted ; and this is yet more, when the Perfon writes his own 
Genealogy : And therefore the Inſtance the Author mentions.is not paral- 


lel, that Johanan is called the Son of Eliaſpib,, who was his Grandfather z Nh.12-23. 


for there it is onely barely mentioned, as denoting the Man. Butthe Genea- 
logy of Fohanan is not there recited, and. much l:{5 recited by himfelf. 
\  (2.) Where there are ſuch Omiſlions, they are proy'd to be fo fiom other 
places of Scripture; but when there are no ſuch Proofs, they are preſumed 
to be the immediate Sons of the Perſons whoſe Sons they are named tobe; 
In the Author?s [nſtance Fohanan 1s called the Son of Etaſbib, and he would 
have been ſo reputed, had it not appeared in other places that Feboiada was 
his Father, and not ElZafb:b. But who was the Father of Ezra, if 'Seraia 
was not? Heis ſaid to be ſo, and it does not appear that-any other Per- 
ſon was; and it is purely arbitrary to ſay he was not, without any other 
proof but the Commonneſs of fhartewing Pedigrees: For as: common as 
that was, a great many, nay maſt were immediately deſcended from thoſe 
Perſons who are ſaid to be their Fathers. And it is not reaſonable to make 
this Exception general, and to affirm it of any Perſon of our own Heads, 
and where there is nothing in Scripture to make: it appear. But, 4 
2. Suppoſe all thi z and what then? Why then am miſtaken in the time 
that 1 have aſſigned to the Birth of Exre, and that (as I underſtand it) is a 
Difficulty in Chronology greater /than-thofe 1 complain of, and I take no 
notice of it. Suppoſe | am-miſtaken-in the time of Ezr4's living, does it 
follow therefore that Joſephus is not miſtaken as to the Times of Fades f 
That Conſequence I ſuppoſe lies a great way off, and that is the main 
Controverſte. ; | : Ns Sa 
3. Suppoſe again that I am miſtaken, as to the time of Ezr's Birth.; 
what is that to the Argument upon the account of which I mentioned it ? 
which was to prove, that the building the ſecond Temple was in the tine of 


Darins Hyſtaſpis, not of Darius Nothus ;, the force of which does not ſtand ang, 
purely upon the time of Ezra's Birth, but of thoſe who faw the firſt Tem- p. 7,8. 


ple in its Glory, and were living at the Building of the ſecond Temple, and 


mented at the great Difference that was between them : and whofoe- ET/4 3.1 


yer will anſwer that, muſt not onely prove that Ezre was not the immed- 
ate Son of Seraia, according to the manner of ſhortening Genealogies, but 
muſt prove alſo, that none of thofe who faw the firſt Temple, were alive 
at the Building the ſecond. But our Anthor does not meddle with thar , 


nor at all concern himſelf with the reafog for which it was uſed » —_ 
| | Po < whic 


Drs =ooG mnt —c oo nhnnnm pets So 4p - 


*z 
y 
+ 
ud: 
ind 
4 | 
# 8 
' 
F 21H 
þ 
Sg 
5 
Þ.. 
+$4 1 
$& 1: 
"HA 
%*. - 
wal] 
. F: 
#3: 
»* , 
£ 
Ed 
'Fy 
o 
P | 
Fad...0 
oj 
PU 
: 
4 
| $7 
: 
: 
"4 
*-. 
> 
OY L 
i3 
C= 
- 


(24 ) 


| which it was urged, not ſingly as a Proof by it ſelf, but jointly with other 


Inſtances, and which the other Inſtances without this are a ſufficient Proof 
of. Bur our Author is for picking out a ſingle Inſtance from the reſt, and 
diſputing about ir,: though the Argument does not conſiſt in it; and though 
it would be the ſame without it. - But this we muſt expect from an Author 
who ſnatches one part of a Diſcourſe from another, and neither conſiders 
nor will repeat the main Argument, upon the account of which it was uſed 3 
for then it would plainly have appeared how trifling his Exceptions were : 

| for ſoppoſe all that he deſires were granted him, let Seraia be ſuppoſed not 
onely to be the Grandfather, but the great Grandfather of Ezra, (which 
may as well be ſuppoſed, according to our Author's Interpretation, ) what 
does this fignifie ro my Argument, which does not purely depend upon Ez- 
ra's age, but is equally valid with and without it? But the Caſe is quite 
otherwiſe in the preſent Controverſie ; for if Fofephus be miſtaken in the 
time of 7«ddus, our Author's Argument, and all that is built upon it, falls 
to the ground. But, 

4. Why did not our Author, who writes a Letter in Yindication of Joſe- 
2-7 phus, take Joſephus*s account of this Matter ? Now Feſepbas tells us, that 
_ UIt. Ezra went from Babylon in the time of Xerxes, the Son of Darius Hyſtaſpis, 

' 50 and not in the Reign of Artaxerxes his Succeſſor, and that in his Reign all 
thoſe FaCtts of Ezra were done, which our Author mentions : But there 
was good reaſon for this; for, | | 

1. He muſt have aſligned a far leſs age to Ezra than he hath done, by 
about 40 years, and then there: would have been no great reaſon to ſolve 
the Difficulty by the Commmonneſs of ſhortening Pedigrees. And, 

2. This would have ſhewn how wofully Jefephus had been out in his Chro- 
nology , even in our Author's own Computation; and then it would have 
looked very pleaſantly for our Author to call his Book, A Letter in Vindica- 
rio of Joſephus, and yet in the ſame Book to have palpably contradicted 
it himſelf. But our Author likes Foſephus's account very well, when it makes 
for him ; but when it does not, he is as free to contraditt him, as the An- 
{werer himſelf: And therefore l think the Author hath miſtaken his Title; 
for mſtead of Ynaication, he might have ſaid, A Letter in ContradiCt:on to 
jeſephus; for he himſelf contradicts Joſephus as much as I do, 'and the rea- 
ſon is the ſame in both; and I would fain ſee a Reaſon why Foſephas's ac- 
count is more valid as to the times of Faddrs, than it is as to the times of 
Ezra: For my part, I know no difference, except it be one, that one is 
ſerviceable to our Author's Purpoſe, but not the other. But our Author 
hath made a far greater breach in the account of Foſephns, in the Caſe of 
Nebemiah, as we ſhall ſee immediately. 

He adds, Thoſe that he complains of are Difficulties of hu own making , and 
proceed onely from an eager deſire to find Faults in that Story of Joſephus: If 
ths had not blinded his Eyes, he might have ſeen, that admittmg that Story to be 

true, 


(25) 
true, yet yon was n0 neceſſity ether of making Jaddus or Sanballat /:ve ro fo 
reat an Age. 

Firſt, he Jaddus, who (as he ſaith) muſt have been 124 Tears old at the ta- 
king of Tyre, the Objeltor proves bis Age by theſe ſteps. 

I. He takes it for granted, that Jaddus was High Prieſt at the time the Book 
of Nehemiah was written ; but he takes this onely as probable ,, and therefore by 
his own Confeſſion, all can be but probable that he builds on it, Now as he repre- 
ſents this, our Author would perſuade his Reader, that I am as forgetfuli 
as he is; and that in one page I took that for gramed as a certain and un- 
doubted Truth, which in the next page I take onely as probable ; whereas 


there 1s no ſuch difference in what I deliver. I ſay indeed, © That IVe- Ants. 
* bemiah (ch. 13. V. 21.) intimates Faddw his then being High Priztt ; —- P- 6- 


But I think, ſaying Nehemiah intimates , is- not ſaying I take it for granted 
but that ir ſeems to be implied, or denoted, by what Nehemiah there deli- 
vers; 4.6. *tt3 probable Nebemiah's words were fo to be underſtood : Bur: 
I did not peremptorily affirm, and take it for granted that he did ſo; and 
accordingly I ſay afterwards, ( page 7.) that 'tis probable Faddus was then 
High Prieſt: And therefore our Author is in the right, when he ſays, by 
his own Confeſſion all can be but probable that he builds upon it ;, for 1 do confeis 
it, and delire to b4:14 no more oz it, that being ſufficient for my purpoſe : 
And if our Author's Account was but prob3ible likewiſe, it will ſerve my 
purpoſe as well as my own; for I hope bare Probabilities are not ſufficient 
for to make Examples and Preſidents 1a Matters of the kighelt Importance. 
Bur which of the two is moſt probable, we ſhall ſee upon examining what 
our Author offers in oppolition. 

He adds, Next for the time when that Book was written ; it muſt have been 
before Nehemiah dyed, that is certain. But when did he dye? The Ovjefor 
tells us from Briet, that he dyed the laſt Year of Longimanus, who reigred forty 
one Years. But to what end doth he tell us this ;, for he himſelf could not believe 
ir? And pray mark his Reaſon, it follows; as appears by his Words, far 
( ſays he ) I think the leaſt we can alſow for the time of Nehemiah's living after 
he ended his Book,, is thirty Tears , and it us very provable it was much more. 
Theſe indeed L own to be my own Words; but as the Author hath placed 
th:m, the ſenſe is mine no more than black and white are one colour. The 
whole Sentence is this: © I think the leaſt we can allow for the time of 
& Nehemiah's living after he ended his Book, and for the marriageble Age 
&« of Aanaſſes, and then for Fadaus's Age, as elder than him, the leaſt we 
& c2n allow is thirty Years, and it is very probab'e it was much more. 
And now does not any Man ſee the Fairneſs and Ingenuity of our Author's 
Anſwers, and how pure!y he proves, that according to my words, Nehemial 
lived thirty years after he ended-his Book ; whereas all that 1 allow is, that 
Nebemiah lived ſome time after he ended his Book , (and which I ſuppoſe 
our Author will nor deny ) but for th? thirty they plainly refer to 
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(26) 
the age of Jaddus; and which is prov'd by a complicancy of Circumſtances, 
as the time Nehemiai lived after he ended his Book , the marriageable age 
of Manaſſes, (who was then actually married, ) and the age of 7addus, as 
elder than he ; from all theſe together it is reaſonable to conclude, Jaddrs 
was then thirty years old at leaſt, and probably much more, and conſe- 
quently that he was at leaſt of that age, according to this Calculation , the 
laſt year of Longimanus. But nothing at all of Nehemiah's living thirty 
years after he ended his Book, which I never thought of; and it is impoſ- 
{ible for any Man but our Author, to conclude ſo: But who cn expect 
otherwiſe from an Author who pulls Sentences to picces, and joins the be- 
ginning and end together, and leaves out the middle, and then draws In- 
ferences and Proofs from it, as if it had been the ſenſe of the Perſon a- 
gainft whom he diſputes ; at this rate he may make me ſay and confeſs what 
he pleaſes: And which tz yet more pleaſant, he applies this very Sentence 
to the age of Jaddus, and then (faith he) for the age of Jaddus, which our Ob- 
jettor ſaith, the leaſt we can allow zs thirty years, and it is wery probable it was 
zach more. But then how comes this to be applied to Nehemiah, and to 
prove, (as our Author undertakes to much purpoſe, ) that then Nevemiah 
wrote nine _years before any of thoſe things happened which are written in his Book. 
But when Men diſpvre in this manner, and take one piece of a Sentence, 


' and argue againſt it in one place, and take another piece of the ſame Sen- 


tence, and argue 2gainkt it in another, and draw Concluſions from a part, 
which ought to be drawn from the whole3 it is no great Wonder, that as 
they miſrepreſent their Adverſaries, ſo they contradt& themſelves. And 
after ſuch a curious ſtrain of anſwering, our Author thus gravely concludes, 
Now this I think our Author could not mean, (i. e.) that the Book of Nehemia\ 
was written nine years before the things happened that were written in it , (and he 
may be ſure of it, ) azd therefore he dath but amuſe us with that idle ©uot ation. 
Now indeed the Quotation ont of Brier was mine, but the Reaſon is the 
Authnor?s, and if that be zdle and amuſeng, it is no bodies but his own. 

But why, 1 pray, 1s a Quotation out of ÞFrier idle? 1]; he an Author fo 
very trifling, that it 1s a Reprozch to quote any thing cut of him? Bur our 
Author hath the moſt expeditious Method of clearing his hands of Authors 
that are not for him, that ever I met with; Driearrus, Plutarch, and tis 
reſt, are a company of Heathens, and malitions, and there 13 an Anſwer for 
them; to quote out of Brzer is 7dle, and there is an end of that: And it 
Authors will net be' turned off in this manner, they are importunate aid 
troubletome ; for our Authour is not at leifure to give them any other An» 
Twer, 

eadds, Howſoever, as if he had proved ſomething by thi, be infers from it, 
(Throw not bow, ) that Taddus was High Prieft the 1;/t Tear of Artaxerxes. 


Ch. 12. Now ! thought I had expreſind it plain enough, bur to gratife him, I will 
vcr. 22+ tell him once again bow I infer it. Nehemiah jn his Book intimates Fades 


being 


(27) 
being High Prieſt, Nehemiah, according to Brier, dycd the laſt year of 4-- 
taxerxes, and his Book was written ſome time before he dyed ; and there- 
fore according to Briet's Account, Jaddus mult have been High Prieſt at 
leaſt the laſt year of Artaxerxes; and whether our Author knows it or no, 
this Inference was plain enongh before and ir is impoſſible for any Man be- 
lides our Author to make any other : But this is id/e and amaſing; and 
therefore our Author tells us again, Though I do not ſee which way he proves 
this, 1 ſee very clear Reaſons to the contrary , which I think are unanſwerable. 
Now I wiſh I could ſee them too; for 1 confeſs, that unanſwerable Reaſons 
are certainly Reaſons. But I doubt he hath turned the Proſpective, and 
looks upon his own Reaſons with the magnifying end, as he did mine with 
the other ; for that his Reaſons (as he calls them) are no clear Reaſons at 
ail, much leſs nnanſwerable ones, will appear upon conſidering them ; 
they are theſe : 1. That the Book of Nehemiah was not written till after the 
death of Lon:imanus. 2. That Jaddus was not High Prielt at the death of Ar- 
taxcrxes, norpr obably born then, nor long'after, till the end of Darius Nothus. 

Firſt, That Nehemiah did not write in any part of Artaxerxes's Reign, bit 
either in or after the time of Darius » hs immediate Succeſſor, But why this 
DisjunCtive # or after, and after in great black letters too? And he ſays 
he znſifts upon it, that it was after the Reign of Darius; and therefore to re- 
turn him his Obſervation the page before, 1 ſuppoſe there is not more dif- 
ference in ſaving, (if I had ſaid it,) That I take it for granted, and yet I takz 
it onely as probab'e, than there is in ſaying that it 13 7 or after, and yer 
immediatcly to i7/iſ# upon it that it is after, Well: But our Authour 
does inſiſt upon it, that it was after. And how does he'prove this? Why 
truly by a Hebrew Criticiſm , for he adds, ſo the Hebrew Words ſhew, that 
he writ when that Reign was expired, for there it 1s ſaid that the Heads of 
| the Levites, and alſo the Prieſts, were recorded Sy over or throughout the 
Rein of Darius, it appears that the words are ſo to be underſtood, by what follows 
in the next verſe, where it 1s ſaid, that the Heads of the | evites were recorded in 
the Bucks cf the Chronicles 1y till the days of Johanan ; that zs, till be came 
to be Hizh Prieſk, Now «l] our Author's Proof depends upon this He- 
brew Criticiſm, and upon the difference betwcen Hhal and Hhadh in that 
I ar2uage ; ,and to which I anſwer: 

1, That y docs generally fignifie ſuper or ſupra , pon or over: But 
thn thoſe Senſes are determin®d by the ſubject Matcer, as Exod. 29.20, 21. 
Their ſhalt ki, the Ram, and take of his Blood. and put it zpoz the Tip of 
the Right Ear of Aaron, and paz the Fip of the Right Ear of his Sons, 
and up32 the Thimb of hi3 Right Hand, and ſprinkle the Blood upon the Al. 
tar; in ail waich the word Py is uſed ;, ſo likewiſe for over, 2 Kings 18.19. 
Eliatim who was cver the Honſhold ; there alſo Sy 1s uſed, and it fionifes 
prepoſitus, over, by way of Authority or Gover:ment : But for our Au- 
thors ev, 50. 23 bs interprets it, tHrouziront ,- 1s, I ſuppoſe, a qr 
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throughout; 8.e, from one end to the other : And I deſire our Author to 
ſhew me where it means fo, either in Scripture, or is ſo interpreted by any 

Hebrew Lexicon; and [ hope there is ſome difference between over a Houſe - 
hold , and throughout a Reign, And 1 wonder what ſenſe he wiil make of 
being recorded over a Reign! He found that would not doe, and therefore 
he muſt put in his own word throughout , though he hath no manner of Ar. 
thority for it, onely it would ſignifie nothing to his purpoſe, except he 
had done ſo: And therefore, 

2. Sy ſometimes lignifes the ſame with "y, and means as much as ad, 
or »/que ad, to or till;, and ſo Yatablus would have it rendred in this very 
place, »/que ad Regnum Darii, to or till the Reign of Darius; and to fay ro 
more, {fo all Interpreters that 1 have wet with render it. And does cur 
Author think that his little Criticiſm, and ſingular Interpretation is {uffici- 

P. 22, Ent to bear down the Authority of all Interpreters? He tells me after- 
wards, and he may now take it to himſelf, He values hs own Opinion too 
much, who would impoſe it on others at thu rate. However, 

3. If this was granted him, it will by no means ſerve his turn for ſup- 
poſe the Heads of the Levites, &c. were recorded throughout the Reign of 
Darius the Perſian, why then Faddus muſt have been high Prieſt in the 
Reign of that Darizs, which notwithſtanding is directly contrary to onr 
Author's Chronology , who places his Grandfather Jozada in that Reign , 
and Faddus himſelf 68 years after, in the Reign of Ochus ;, for thus ir is in 

Ch. 12, Nehemiah: The Levites in the days of Eltaſhib, Joiada, and Johanan, and 

ver. 23- Jaddva, were recorded chief of the Fathers; alſo the Prieſts , to the Reign of Da- 
rius the Perſian. Now ſuppoſe to the Reign, meant throughout the Reign, 
then Jadd::s muſt have been High Prieſt in the Reign of Darius Neothus, 
for otherwiſe the Levites could not be recorded in his days, throughout that 
Reign. But this will ſerve our Author?s turn as little as if Faddus bad been 
High Prieſt in the Reign of his Predeceſſor, Artaxerxes; and fo he might 
be too, though his Criticiſm was allowed bim : But for that 

Our Author tells us, / take Nehemialt*s meaning #7: two verſes to be thus in 

Ver. 22,23. ſhort: Having given Account of the Heads of the Prieſts that were im time of 
Neh. 12. Jeſhua, the High Prieſt ;, and afterwards of them that were in the time of hu Son 
1-7- Joiakim: Having alſo given Account of the Heads of the Levites that were in 

© g- "s Joiakim's time, he thought ſome Account would be expettcd of them that were ir 
(29 the days of the following High Prieſts. Very well! He had given account of 
the Heads of the Prieſts in Feſhna's time, and he had given account of the 
Heads of the Prieſts and Levites in his Son Foiak;ws time, and he thought 
{ome account might be expeCted of them that were in the days of the fol- 
lowing High Prieſts; but 1 hope no body expected that he ſhould give an 
account of more than he knew, or of more than was in his own time; or, 
if they did, I ſuppoſe he neither could nor would offer to doe it, to humor 


any Man's ExpeCtation ; except he did it by the Spirit of Prophefie , which 
| our 
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(29) 
our Autbour tells us 1n the Caſe of Darius, he thints no Man will ſay. He 
immediately adds, And therefore he inſerted theſe two Verſes; i.e. He inſer- 
ted theſe two Verſes to give an account of the Heads of the Prieſts and Le- 
vites, that were 1 the days of the following High Prieſts ; that is, of the 
following High Prieſts that were in own his time; for 'tis ridiculous to ex- 
pect from him account of the heads of the Prieſts and Levites that were in 
the times of High Prieſts who were after bis time : But then it follows, 
that Jaddus was High Prieſt in the days of Nehemiah, and before he ended 


his Book ; for the Words are theſe: The Levites in the days of Eliaſhib, Ch. r2. 
Joiada, ard Johanan, and Jaddua, were recorded chief of the Fathers, alfo the VET. 22, 


Pricſ]s to the Reign of Darius the Perfian, And what account, I pray, is this, 
but an account of the Levites in the days of all thoſe High Prieſts, even in 
the days of 7adduz, as well as of the reſt? But this, as plain as it is, our 
Author is not for, and therefore tells us, that he inſerted theſe Verſes, where- 
72 be tells 14, That as for the Levites which were inthe days of Eliaſhib, Joiada, 
Johanan, and Jaddua, the Heads of theſe Levites, and alſo the Prieſts, all that 
were in the Reign of Darius, were recorded in the Books of the Chronicles ; but 
aft erwaras the Prieſts were not rtcoratd, but onely the Fleads of the Levites, and 
1heſe onely during the High Prieſthood of Eliaſhib and Joiada ,, who were then 
dead; but not of Johanan, who it ſeems was then newly come to be High Prieſt 
when this Book was written. Now here is ſuch an Interpretation of Scripture, 
that I defie all the World to ſhew me the Fellow of it. For, 

7. The Text faith, The Levites in the Days of El:aſhib, Foiada, ard 
Fohanan , and FJadadna , were recorded: And our Author ſays, the Le- 
vites in the days of Johanan and Jaddua were not recorded , but onely in 
the days of £liaſhib and Foiada ; that is, he expounds Scripture, by down- 
right contradicting it, and in expreſs Terms. 

2. He tells us, that the Levites that were in the days of Eliaſhib, Joiada, 
Johanan, and Jaddua, the Heads of thoſe Levites, and alſo the Prieſts, all that 
were in the Reign of Darius Nothus, were recorded in the Bock of the Chronicles : 
But afterwards. i.e, after the Reign of Darius Nothw, the Prieſts were not re- 
corded, but onely the Heads of the Levites, and thoſe onely during the High Prieſt- 
hood of Eliaſhib and Joiada, who were then dead. Now we are to take notice 
that our Author, page 8. and in his Scheme page 10. makes Eliaſhib High 
Prieſt at leaſt twenty years before the Reign of Darixs Nothus, and that he 
dyed in his Reign, and Foiads was High Prieſt ſome years before th- death 
of that Prince. And does not our Author begin to ſee what woeful Work 
he hath made ont? That is to ſay, the Heads of the Levites, and alfo the 
Prieſts, in the days of Fliaſhib and Foiada, were recorded in the Book of 
the Chronicles ; but afterwards, 4.e. in the days of the ſame Elzaſpib and 
Foiada, the Prieſts were not, but onely the Heads of the Levites were recor- 
ded in the Chronicles. And that is to ſay again, That the Heads of the 
Levites, and alſo the Prieſts, were recorded in the Books of the Chronicles, 
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during the whole Reign of Darivs, and that the Prieſts were not recorded, 
but onely the Heads of the Levites, during the ſar Reign, and in the ſame 


Book, And thatis to ſay yet again, "that the Heads of the Levites, and alſo 


che Prieſts,” all that were in the Reign of Darius Nothus, were recorded ; 


| Gat afterwards ozely the Heads of the Levites, and z0t the Prieſts, during the 


High Prieſthood of Elzafhib, which was twenty years before the Reign of the 
fame Darivs. . And yet he tells bs in this matter , that he. thinks his Reaſons 
#nanſmerable. Now I cannot tell what Opinion our Author may have of 
his own Reaſons 3 but heretofore Men did not vſe to take plain Contradic- 

tions for unanſwerable Reaſotis. He adds, As - fer Jaddua, be i mentioned 

both here, and before in this Chapter, Hot as being High Prieſt then, (how could 

ke in his Fathers days ?) but onely as being then living, and Heir apparent of the 

Prieſthood, And here we have another curious vein of Interpretation : For 

I wonder where our Author finds, <either in Scripture, or any where elſe, 

that where any Things cr Actions are dared in the Days of a Perſon of pub- 

Tick Station , that it 15 not to be underſtood of the Days, s. e. during the 
Eline of his publick Station, but of the Days 'of his Life; as when ir is ſaid 

In the Days of King Charles, it means the Days of his Reign and publick 
Adminiſtration, and not 'of his Life. But ſuppoſe it might mean other- 
wiſe; how comes the very ſame Expreſlion to ſignifie one thing with re- 
ſpeC&t to Faddra, and another with reſpect to all the reſt mentioned in the 

ſame place? The words are, 37 the days of Eliaſhib, Foiada, and Johanan, 
and Jadara, that is, according to our Author's Interpretation, in the days 
of the High Prieſthood of Ekafhib, Foiada, and Fohanan' but in the days of 
the Heir apparentſhip of Zaddua: Juſt as if a Man ſhould ſay, in the days 
of Queen Flizabetb, King Fares, Charles the firſt and ſecond, he ſhould 
mean the a{tual Reigns of the three firſt ; but the other onely as {ving, and 
Heir apparent to the Crown. And yet in this fine manner does our Author 
interpret Scripture; and 74ddua muſt be mentioned as next Heir, contrary 
both to all Rules of Interpretation, and even to common ſenſe. Bur in 
truth, as our Author has bandled the matter, it is impoſſible to know what 
Faddua was mentioned at all for, or Johananeither ; for our Author tells 
us, that the ground and Reaſon of the adding theſe two Verfes by Nehc- 
aniah was, for that having given account of the Heads of the Prieſts in the times 
of Jeſhua and Joiakim, and of the Heads of the Levites, in Joiakim?*s time, he 
zhought ſome account would be expefted of them that were in the days of the follow- 
#ng High Prieſts. Very well; and to fatisfie that Expectation Nebemrah , 
according to our Author, gives account of the Prieſts and Levites that were 
in the days of El;aſhib and Joiada, but not of Foh:nan nor Jaddua, who it 
ſeems was onely Heir apparent. But then what are Jobanan and Fadaia 
mentioned for * Why truly for juſt nothing at all : For if the reaſon of 
inſerting theſe two Verſes, was to give account of the Prieſts and Levites 
that were inthe tiifics of the following High Prieſts, then there was ne 
or 
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for mentioning Elaſhih and Foiada, but no reaſon at all for the ment!oning 
of Johanan and Fadaua; for according to him' they are not recorded during 
their time; nay, one of them was not then High Prieſt. And fo if our 
Anthor pleaſe, he hath given us a Reaſon why they ſhould-not be mentid- 
ned; but why they ſhould be mentioned he hath given vs no Reaſon. And 
now does not any Man ſee what great Reaſon our Author had to ask where 
the UVifticulties arez and to tell us he can ſee none: And when he is fo 
wofully bewiIdred and perplexed, that he contradidts the Scriptures, him- 
ſelf, and common Senſe , to ſolve the Difficulties, to ask, Where are they ? 
and I c nfeſs I do not ſee any Difficulty, is ſomewhat extraordinary. | 
And this 1 think is abundantly ſufficient to fatisfie our Author, that his 
Reaſons are not unanſwerable: And if I had nothing elfe to doe but-to an- 
{wer him, 1 ſhould have taken leave of this Point, but that I find another 
Anſwer to this, and which I confefs 1s not made up of Contradittions, like 
that of our Author's ; and therefore being more deſirous to prove my ACſ- 
ſertion; than to anſwer our Author, 1 ſhall briefly conſider itz and conſider 
withall whether it be ſufficient to clear this Story of Joſeph: from the Suſ- 
pition which I charge upon it.. The Anſwer is that which the Germane Di- 
vines made to Scaliger, That theſe two Verſes were not writ by Nehemiah, 
bit inſerted by a later hand. In anſwer to this I obſerve. 

x. Suppoſe this was an Inſertion by a later Hand, it is plain, that the 
Inſertor makes the High Prieſthood of Fadaus, and the Reign of Darime the 
Perſian contemporary ; aiid then the Queſtion returns', What Darius was 
this? Whethcr Darins Nothus, or Codomanus? If Nothus', the Difficulty 
ſtill remains, and Jadars would have been very near that age at the time 
aſſigned for Alexander's coming to Jeruſalem; and eſpecially if we ſhall 
farther add, that Joſephus reckons him dying about the ſame time that Ale- 
xander dyed, and which was ſome years after that time of his reputed ad> 
vance to Jeruſalem: If Codomanus, and according to our Author's Hebretp 
Criticiſm , the Heads of the Prieſts ar.d Levites were recorded over 'or 
throughont his Reign, then "tis unaceountable why they did not ſay, till the 
Days or Reign of Alexander, which was ſuch a remarkable Epocha, and 
| when their Government received ſuch a remarkable Alteration. Aagain : 
If Codomarus, then T would fain ſee a good Reaſon why the Name of an 
High Prieſt, and the Heads of the Pricſts and Levites, recorded in his time, 
ſhould at ſuch a diſtance be inſerted into an Hiſtory that concerned matters 
aRed and done almoſt an hundred Years before. And therefore, 

2. Although it be admitted that there have been ſuch 1nfertions , yet 
they have an immediate reference to the Story into whichthey are inſerted, 
either by way of Connexion, or Explication of the ſubject Matter,. or by 
immediate Addition or Continuation : as the account of the Death. of o- 
ſes is added to his Books by a later hand , and: things of the like nature : 
But to inſert into the middle of a Book-an account of Perſons who my p 
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whole Age after, 1 ſuppeſe 1s not to be found in Scripture,” nor yet in any 
ether Hiitorian. However let that be as it will, that which I infift up- 
ON is, 

3, Fhst this 1s purely arbitrary, and mere Conjecture, and has ro plain 
Proof to ſupport it; and for ought 1 know the onely Ground of 1t was to 
anſwer the Difficuities of this Story in Joſephns, and 1 would refer it to any * 
unprejudiced Man, which is moſt reaſonab!e; to reject that Story in oſe- 


' phus, or to make new and unheard of Methods to interpret the Scriptures : 


And I wonder what reaſon can be given for putting Strains and Ditficulties 
on the Scriptures, to reconcile Foſephys. Is it impoſlible Foſephns ſhould be in 
the wrong? And if Men who are fo very tender of the Credit of o/c. 
phas, would not altow him ſo to be, they might as well make the Account 
in him 2»ſir:es, to reconcile him to Scripture, as the Scripture ACCOUnt i7- 
fitious, to reconcile it to Foſerhus. And therefore, 

4+ This ſolves one Ditfhcuity by another as great, or greater: When 
was this Inſertion made ? By whom? Upon what cocation? And how does 
it appear ?, Is there any thing like it. in the whole Scripture? And when 
they come to be: compared, and caſt into the Balance, ls there any greater 
Evidence or Preſumption, that theſe are Inſertions, than that Joſephrs is 
miſtaken? Theſe are material Queſtions in the preſent Caſe ; and it they 
cannot be anſwered , ( and [ ſuppoſe they cannot, ) but by bare Conjec- 
tures, the whole Reaſon of my Argument affects theſe Inſertions, as well 
as the Story of Joſephs; and that 1s, that it is doubrfull and ſuſpitious whe- 
ther there are ſuch Inſertions or no; and conſequently, that no regular 1n- 
ference can be drawn from thence, in reference to Praftice, And I would fain 
know, whether any Man can or dare eſtabliſh a point of Practice from ſuch 
arbitrary Conjectures; and my Concluſion ſtands firm, That Men who at 
upon Principles of Sincerity, would be very fearfull of uſing ſuch things that ſtand 
upon pure Conjecture 1 matiers of Prattice , for however Chronologers may diſ- 
pate, and frame Arguments to reconcile their Hypotheſes, yet when it comes 
70 4 point of Conſcience, Men that have a care of their Souls will hardly venture 
to att upon mere Suppoſitions, and conjeCtural Preſumptions : So that let 
this Anſwer go as far as it can, It will never extend to my main Concluſion, 
which is drawn from the S»ſpzt:onſneſs of that Story in Joſephus; and the 
Anſwer that is given, Is as ſuſpitious as the Story it ſelf. And thus much 
to the Anſwer of the Germane Divines: I now return to our Author. 

And here he ſtarts an Objection, That ?f his Interpretation be true, Nehe- 
miah muſt have lived to a very great Age; and he anſwers, No doubt he did /o, 
and he proves it by theſe Steps: That be was Cup bearer to Artaxerxes, it 


the 20th of his Reign, when he may be ſuppoſed to have been 2.5 Years of Age; 
and after that he lived to ſce the High Prieſthood paſs from Father to Son for four 
Genarations, and ſaw a fifth in View, ( Jaddua.) And then adds, Al! this 


might very well be, if Nehemiah were born 470 Tears before Chriſt, and writ P 
tre 
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the Near 347 (it ſhould be 374) before Chriſt. No doubt of it , all 
this might then very well be; and Nehemiah would then be, according 
to our Author, 104 years old. But what Authority hath our Author 
for this? Why truly, no bodies bat his own ; and he might, if he had 
found it for his turn, have brought down Nehemiah's Ape to the time of 
Alexander, as ſome others have done, and then it had been but ſaying, 
All this might very well be, if Nehemiah writ in the Year 332 before Chriſt ; 
and fo the Matter is fairly proved. At this rate our Author may very 
ealily anfwer Objections, and they muſt be ſtrange Difficulties indeed 
that can ſtand before him, Let a Man but ſuppole the main thing in 
Controverſie, and It is a hard caſe if by the help of that he cannot an- 
fer all Objections. The Queſtion is concerning the Age of Nehemiah , 
and our Authour proves it by ſuppoſing it, if he:was born 4750, and 
wrote 374 years before Chriſt, then all this might be; that is to ſay, if 
Nehemiah lived 10. years, then he was 104 years old. And that is the 
\ thing to be proved; how does he prove that Nehemiah was 104 years 
oid, or that he wrote 374 years before Chriſt ? Why, it is far eaſier 
to ſuppoſe ſome things than to prove them; and if they will not prove 
themſelves, they mult een doe as well as they can, our Author can lend 
them no Aſliance. ; | 

In the mean time it may be a little diverting to obſerve how our Au- 
thor's Compuration, and Foſephuss Account of this matter agree, whom 
notwithſtanding he pretends to vindirate. Foſephns's Account is, that 
Nehemiah came to Jeruſalem the 25th of Xerxes, and plainly intimates, 
that he dyed in his Reign : The Author's Account is, that he wrote his 
Book 374 years before Chriſt, in the beginning of Johanar's High Prieſt= 
hood 3 which, according to his Calculation, is in the 3 1ſt of Artaxer- 
xes Memon, and how long he might live after is uncertain : Now from 
the Death of Xerxes, to the 311t of Artaxerxes Mnemon, 1s but g1 years, 


thus computed : 
Artaxerxes Longim. reigned 41 


Darius Nothns _ I9 
Artaxerxes Aſnemon 31 
91 


This, I ſuppoſe, is but a ſmall Difference with a Yindicator, who can 
ſee no Difficulties: In the mean time, he that ſo palpably contradicts 
Foſephus, might, one would think , have been a little ſparing, and not 
have made ſuch a terrible buſineſs of finding Faults in Joſepnzs ; except 
he thinks that no Body may doe fo, but he that calls himſelf his /indica- 
tor, However, that which I would draw-from hence is, That if our 


Author believes his own Account, let him G60 my Inference if he Low 
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That fince Joſephus's Errours and Miſtakes concerning theſe times, are ſo 
many and groſs, any man that atied upon Principles of Sincerity, would be ve- 
ry fearfull to uſe an Example taken out of him in Matters of Prattice. Our 
Author now and then gives ſome hard words, but in the main is very 
obliging, and I ought to be thankfull ; for though he does not like my 
way , yet he proves my point as well as 1 can defire, and his Premiſſes 
will fir my Concluſion as well as my own : For our Author hath found 
a much greater Fault in Joſephus*s Chronology than I have done; and 
my Argument returns upon him , if Foſephns was ſo notoriouſly out in 
the Times of Nehemiah, and according to our Author at leaſt 91 years; 
then it plainly follows, that he that owns him ſo wofully miſtaken, can 
never himſelf fafely rely upon bis ſole Authority : For [| would fain ſee 
a good reaſon, if Feſephas was ſo notoriouſly miſtaken in the time of 
Nebemiah, he might not as well be miſtaken in the time of Faddus. Ne. 
h:miah was the chief Goyernour of Judea, as well as Jadans; and 'tis. - 
probable that his Reign was recorded in their Chronicles, and publick 
Matters dated from it; at leaſt they were ſo as much in the Caſe of Ne- 
hemiah, as in the Caſe of Fadaw, and Foſephns had the ſame opporunity 
and means to know the times of one as well as the other : And there- 
fore being ſo much miſtaken concerning a Prince and Governour of his 
own Nation, and one aiſo who was reigning not long from thoſe very 
Times about which is the Controverſfie ; for, according to our Author, 
Nehenian wrote his Book but 41 years before the times of Alexander ; 
This is platnly argumentattve againft our Author, and he himſelf (if he 
will be conſiſtent ) cannot ſafely depend upon his Relations of thoſe 
Times, and much lefs draw a praftical Inference from an Example in 
thoſe Times, which ſtands npon nothing elſe but the Authority and Re- 
lation of Foſephus. Suppoſe an Engliſh Hiſtorian, and eſpecially ſuch a 
one as was in the Poſt of Foſephns, that could examine all the Records of 
the Countrey, ſhould ſay, that Archbiſhop Cranmer lived and dyed in 
the Reign of Edward IV. (and the reafon is yer ſtronger with reſpect to 
a chief Governour, ) whether any Man would depend upon what he de- 
livered about thoſe Times, which ſtood onely upon his lingle Aſertion 
and Authority. I know well enough that ſome, to ſave the Credit of 
Foſepirus in this point, ſay, that the Times or Reigns of the Perſian Kings 
(during that Monarchy) were not {o well known then, as they have been 
fince ; but this is not only ſaid without Proof, but ?tis manifeſtly falſe : 
For we find in Scripture, (as far as the Scripture goes, ) that the Names 
of the Perſian Kings were recorded, and there is no reaſon to think but 
they were fo afterwards; and it ts ridiculous to think, that in Fudez, 
which vas a Branch of the Monarchy, and under the Government 2nd 
Aarhority of thoſe Kings, the Times of their Kings ſhould not be known 
but one King, eſpecially at our Author's diſtance of 91 years, ſhouid be 
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confounded for another. Beſides, the Matter in Controverſie is 2 dea 
monſtration of it, which is the High Prielt's rak:ng an Oath of Fidelity to 
thoſe Kings, (and which Foſephns mentions too, ) and probably enough 
all other great Officers in places of Truſt and Importance; and it would 
be very ſtrange, if the Reigns of thoſe Kings could not be known, to 
whom reſpectively they took an Oath of Allegiance. Our Author flurts 
at Catviſtas, and tells me, I could not have found a fitter Man to take my 
part \, for he had a Zuarrel againſt Joſephns, for writing ſuch things as would 
not conſiſt with his Chronology, And it ſeems our Author hath the ſame 
Quarrel too, (onely he is a little more courtly than Calvifis,. and calls it 
Vinaicating ;, ) for Joſephus writes ſuch things as will no more conſiſt with 
our Author's Chronology, than they will with that of Calviſizs; and to 
ſay the Truth, our Author will fit my turn every jot as well as Calui{iis, 
and my Argument concludes as well from what our Author ſays, as from 
what Calvifus ſays. 

Our Author adds, Secondly, Jaddus being High Prieſt at the time of Ar- 
taxerxess Death, # not onely groundleſs, but highly improbable and his 
reaſon is, For if this bad been trne , there muſt have been living and dying 
20 leſs than five High Prieſts, in one direft Line, from Father to Son, in the 
ſpace of 22 years. And how does our Author prove this ? Why, he does 
it by enumeration of Particulars, and plain deduction, thus ;, as Feiakzmm, 
Eliaſhib, Foiada, Johanan ; there are four, and the fifth is Faddus, who 
was juſt come to the Prieſthood ; and therefore there muſt needs be five 
High Prieſts /iving and dying in that ſpace, becauſe one of the five was 
living, and juſt entred upon the High Prieſthood. Now who would ever 
expect that our Author ſhould fee any Difficulties , when he cannot ſee 
- that he contradicts himſelf the very next Line. But five High Prieſts /;- 
wing and dying in 22 years, would make a great wonderment whether it 
were true or no. And juſt fuch another is the Caſe of Foiakim, of whom 
our Author ſays, that iz appears that be dyed the fame year, 3.e. in the firſt 
of Nehemiah; and that is again any time even in the beginning of the 
ſame year : For he tells us immediately, that #7 Son Eliaſhib was High 
Prieſt at the time when the Walls of Teraſalem was building ;, and thar is yet 
again very ſoon after Nehemiah came to Feruſalem: So that according 
to our Author's account, by /iving and dying, when it reſpe&ts Foiakim , 
one of the five, it means 4zzzg, and not living ; when another, (Fad- 
dus,) it means living, and not dying: And if a Man will not take theſe 
for unanſwerable Reaſons, he is Querulous and unreaſonable; and as our 
Author ſays, :s angry, and greedy of Objetions againſt Joſephus, and did 
nat regard what might be ſaid mm hu Vindication. However at lait, as to 
this Matter of lving and dying, the five High Prieſts are come to three, 
and whether that was ory wn the ſpace of 22 years we coine now to ex- 
amine. 
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For the Proof of this our Author adds, Firſt, H# ( Jaddus's) Grand- 
fathers great Grandfather, Joiakim, was High Prieſt within the Time while 
Nehemiah was Governour 3 and adds farthermore , that # certain, but 
gives us no proof of it, onely refers in the margin to Nehem. 1 2. 28, 
(the 26. it ſhould be.) And what is faid there for our Author's purpoſe ? 
Why, the. Text ſaith, that Theſe (5. e. the chief of the Levites, mentio- 
ned the verſes before,) were in the days of Joiakim, the Son of Jeſhua, and 
in the days of Nehemiah the Governour, and of Ezra the Prieſt : And there- 
fore it plainly follows, by unanſwerable Reaſon, that Foiakim and Nehe- 
miab were contemporariss; as if it were impoſſible for them that were 
chief of the Levites in the time of Foiakim, (though he dyed ſome years 
before Nehemiah,) to be alſo chief of the Levites in the times of Nehemiah, 
who was Governour ſome time after. He might as well have made Ze- 
rubbabel and Nehemiah contemporary ; for in the ſame Chapter Cv. 27.) 
it is ſaid, All Iſrael, in the days of Zerubbabel, and in the days of Nehe- 
miah, gave the Portion of the Singers, &c. This is jult ſuch another rea- 
ſon, as becauſe Bp. Bilſon: was Bp. of Wincheſter in the days of Q. Eliz. 
and K. James, therefore Q, Eliz. and K. Fames were contemporaries in 
their Government. Well; I perceive when Men are once ſet upon #7- 
anſwerable Reaſons, there is no end of them, But however, as to the time 
of Jortakirrs dying, our Author can ſay nothing to, bur it is plain that 
his, Son Elaſhib was High Prieſt when the Wall of Jeruſalem was build- 
ing; and that is, when it firſt began to be built ; and that is plainly, 

' Compare Toon after Nehemiab came to Jeruſalem, and be might be High Prieſt long 
Neh. 3. 1- enough before that, for any thing our Author faith to the contrary. 
wich 2.11. However Foſephus, whom our Author vindicates and contradifts, as he 
finds it for his purpoſe,) plainly places Eliaſh#b in the time of Xerxes, and 
as plainly ſays, that Joiakim was dead, and Eliaſhib was High Prieſt, be- 
fore Nehemiah came up to Jeruſalem: And then our Author*s 22 years 
for three High Prieſts, might have been 62, or at leaſt 52 3.,and that 
would not have been ſuch a wonderfull Matter. Or however, ſuppoſe 
Joſephus miſtaken, and that Nehemiah came to Jeruſalem (as 1t is plain 

he did) in the 2oth of Artaxerxes, Eliaſhib was then High Prieſt; and ' 
he might have bcen ſo, for any thing our Author knows, ſome at leaſt, 

if not many years before; and then his 22 years may be 25 , or more, . 
of and no body knows how many more. Well ; but our Author proves it, 
I Eliaſhib was High Prieſt when the Wall of Jeruſalem was building, (4, e. the 
$ 20th of Artaxerxes.) And he was High Prieſt the 32d of Artaxerxes. Eli- 
: aſhib continued much longer, as I underſtand it 5 but ſuppoſe he dyed that very 
L year. But before we proceed any farther, how does our Author prove 
bk that Elzaſhib was High Prieſt in the 32d of Artaxerxes? Why, he re- 
Fe fers us again in the Margin to Nehem. 13. 28. Now this proves his point 
very extraordinarily. The Words are, And one of the Sons of on” 

the 


Rs Ne 


| of (37.) | 

the Son of Eliaſhib the High Prieſt was Son-in-law to Sanballat , the Horopnice. 
From whence our Author concludes , that Eliaſhib was 'at that time Hip 
Prieſt. Now weare to remember, - that our Aurbor tells us; that Nebeniab 
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wrote his Book-immediately after.Johanan came to be High-Prieſt;. $.e, the. 
Son of Jeiada, and the Grandfor of this-E114ſhib'z,1. e; according tohis own” 
account about 37-years after Eliaſhibdyed;: and that is again about:69.years' 
after the 32d of Artaxerxes. And yet forſooth upon the clofing-:upbisBook, 
and ending it, becauſe he mentions the Son of Foiads, the Son of. Eltaſbib, 
the: High Prieft, -it- muſt needs be concluded that then Eljeſhib was High 


. 
x 
ve 


Prieſt, thought. perfectly contradicts: all. that our Author; hath-faid;npd 
this Argument. But this I ſuppoſe we-are-to take for one of our. Auth 


. unanſwerable Reaſons, Now for my part I-ſhould be glad-to ſee Rea/ n | 


Tv» 


let «nanſwerable alone z ſor of all the Reaſons that ever met with, ananſwe-: 
rable Reaſons are the worſt, For all that, as if our Author had punQtually 
prov'd his Point, he adds, Syppo/e he (Eliaſhib) ayed chat very year, (the 32d 
of Artaxerxes,) there muſt be ſome time allowed for bis Son Joiada after bim, 
and then for bis Grandehild Johanan > but after.the 3 24 of Artaxerxes, there 
were but 8 years more before the end. of his Reign. And thenadds, We have 
ſcarce known a Change of five Popes in the time that be allows for ſo many to come 
and-go in a Hereditary Succeſſion. As for five coming and.going , 1 have told 
him already they are bot threes and therefore the allowance of five is his 


"2 w 


own allowance, but none of mine : and 1 hope, even in our own memories, 


not onely three, but three times three Popes have ſat in the Chair in the 
ſpace of 26, or 30 years. But as to his compariſon, *tis true according to 
preſent:Cuſtome they. chuſe only ſuch Perſons to be Popes, who are of very 
great Age ;- but this is accidental : But if we conſider the nature of the 
thing, 'tis much more reaſonable that Perſons who are ſucceſlively eleted 
into an Office, ſhould for the generality continue longer in that Office, than 


when it goes by hereditary Succeſſion; and the Reaſon 1s plain, for the . 


Childrens Life is concurrent with the Parents, and ſo much as is: added to 
the Father's time of Poſſeſſion, is ſubſtrafttd from the next Heir, and his 
Life, though not his Poſſeſſion, wears out concurrently with his Predeceſlor ; 
and if at any time in-hereditary Succeſlions a Predeceſlor lives to fo great an 
age, ſo much of his Son's age is worn out too, and his time of Poſſeſſion muſt 
conſequently be the leſs, as he is ſo much older when he comes into Polleſ- 
ſion: And therefore I cannot tell, for my Life, what our Author means 
when he adds, And then the age of Jaddus beiug conſidered , (of which our Ob- 
jefor ſaith when he came to be High Prieſt, the leaſt we can allow ts 30 years, and 
it is probable it was much more, ) if it was but 30 years, then the age of Joiakim 
when he dyed, muſt bave been at leaſt 90 years, his Son Eliaſhib at leaſt 62, bis 
Son Joiada near 70, his Son Johanan near 60, and each of theſe it # probable 
much more ;, and four of theſe muſt have been born when their Fathers were but 20 
year old, Now at firſt ſight a Man would imagine the Inference was clean 
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(33) 
contrary, and that becauſe Jaddus came to be then High Prieſt, therefore 
thoſe before him, his Father and Grandfather, did not live-to ſo great ages, 
and if they muſt..live to fo great ages, if Faddus came to be High Prieſt the 
laſt off Zoapimanus, what ages muſt they be of; if he came to be High Prieſt 
(as onr Author intimates) the x7th of Ochus, and which was, according to 
his account, 83 years after? And if they muſt 'be of ſuch ages if Faddus 
came to the Prieſthood at 3o, what muſt they be if hecame (as according 
to our Author) to be High Prieſt at-63 years of age? But this | ſuppoſe he 
did not think on, and what was in his Head when he writ'this | cannot de- 
viſe z and methinks the Author ſhould have been ſo kind to bis Reader, to 
have'proved the Conſequence that he charges here upon'my Aſſertion, and 
Not have left him to have made it out himſelf, eſpecially when it requires 
ſach extraordinary Skill to make it inteNigible, not only to a common but 
to any Reader at allz for I am affraid it would puzzle all the Arithmetici- 
ans in Chriſtendom, to make any account of it, as our Author hath laid it: 
For ſuppoſe Forakeim dyed at go, and the other four born when their Fa- 
thers were but 20, the flate would be thus : When Forakim at the time of 
of his Death was go, at the ſame time his Son Eliaſhib, being born when his 
Father was 20, would be 70, his Son-Foiada 50, Fobanan 30, and Faddus 10, 
Bur then what.is the meaning of his Son Eliafhib being 62 when hedycd , 


" of 
tz 


when according to this account he muſt be 70 when he came to the Prieſt- 


huod : 41 like manner our Author ſays Fohanar muſt be near 60. when he 
dyed, when yet according to this account he could be but 50; for if Faddu 
was born when Johanan was 20 years old, then when Jadaius was 30, Jo- 
hanan w2s 50. Theſe therefore are myſtical Inferences and Riddles, and 
io mutt remain til ovr Author explains them. : In the mean time, if there 
were any Difficulties 1n the ages of theſe High Prieſts, 'as our Author, by 
conſequence from my Hypotheſis, calculates them, they are plainly greater 
trom his own: For according to him Faddvs lived tobe $3 years old, he 
was Hizh Prieſt 20 years according to him, then when he came to the Prieſt- 
hood he was 62; and then ſippoſing his Father Fohanar 26 when Jadaus 
was born, Johanan when he dyed-mulſt be 89. In like manner take the ſame 
conrſe upwerds to the reſt of the High Prieſts : Foh anan, according to him 
was High Prieſt 32 years, then when he came to the Prieſthood-he was 57 ; 
and to this add 26, as his Father's age when he was born, then Joiada when 
he dyed muſt haye been 53. YFoiada was High Prieſt 36, dcduCt that from 
82, and when he became High Prieſt he was 47; add to this 26, as his Fa- 
ther?s age at his Birth, and then Eliaſhib his Father when he dyed muſt have 
been 73. Elzaſhib was High Prieſt 34, dedu&t that from 73 ; and then when 
he became-Hiph Prieſt he was 39; to this add 26, as his Father's age when 
he was born, and then Fo:zakim at his death muſt have been 65. And now 
on which ide 1s the Difficulty ? Which is greater, to fay that Joiakim when 


be ayca muſt have been go, Eliaſhib 62, Joiada wear 70, Johanan near 60 5 
or 


And "hs probable. if this adazane be} Ft, 1 are | 
one of theſe Pricſts-had not Children-at  theage of 26, if deft ſhi 
prave a Daughter, or infirm; parrot ry wy ould-dye 
on: in ſhort. if -each of them had' not. at" that- pay es are h r fo 
ceeded him , then {till the - whole acco >nably-leng 
ned., - And to conclude this in-our Au bor's-v 

dzd not 2; then our Author's groundwork | 
this I think there #10 Probability. . | {LH 

' Our Author baviog ſaid this cerena_y Actonatnit comes to! hs 


nood his own; and- ſuppoſe. for Quietneſs fake that 1 ſhould-grant him-all- 


that he has ſaid, how indifferently ſoever he bath-proved ir, that there are 
Difficulties in my Account, and it.is not-probable; What then? Why then 
Fought not to eſtabliſh any DoQrine-upon it, nor draw any, practical Infe-: 
rence from it, nor confirm-or prove'a. Pointiof Conſcience-from" any ſuch. 
difficult and ſuſpitionsStories. Nor dol;-but however: that.is the. Caſe 
diſpiite againſt. And if ovr Author could ſhew as many/Difficulties 
probabilities in my account as he-pretends, What.is that to- the purpoſe 
Do: the Difficulties in-my account clear the Difficulties: that are in another 
account ? That indeed is an Argument againſt my Account , but *tis none- 
at all againſt my Inference and Deduftion, which ſtands good againlt -himp 
except he can clear up:his.own account, as well as-find'faalts in-mine. : And 
what does he ſay for that ? On the other hand, faith he, there is nothing 4mmpro- 
bable. in that Account which I offered before. And ſuppoſe I ſhould grant bim 
that too, What then ?. Is every account true that is not 3mprobable? Or, 
maya Man:deduce Conſequences for Practice.in-high and importantDuties, 
from every Story that is not-5mprobable ? : How: ealic is it in Mattergof diffi- 
cult and-abſtruſe; Hiſtory, to frame Schemes.to our ſelves that have no-{m:- 
probability in them! 'Butis that a Reaſon to:arguefrom thence to-Prattice ? 
Rut-let us ſee how .probable onr Author. makes/his accounts* He tells us, Jad- 
dus might have been born any year before.his-Father. Johanan came tobe. High 
Prieft, ( at which time 1 conceive-with good ground that the Back: of Nehemiaty: 


Was mritten,) and yet Jaddus might be mentioned as he # in that Book," but [' 


ſuppeſearhim born thirty years before, in compliance with the moſt learned Primates 
mho reckons that Jaddus might be- about 83 years ola at hs Death 3*fo be judged, 

by comparing the Scriptures with Joſephus. 1 attribute much ta his judgment in 
theſe Matters; but not to reſt upon that onely, I have alſo confidered the years of 
- the High Prieſts above mentioned ;, they are'recorded in Chronicon Paſchile, but 
I think better in Synceljus , who. chongh he aoth not quote bis Author. yet 1s reaſo+ 
nably preſumed to have tranſcribed them from Julius Afﬀricanus, an Author that 
lived lutle more than an hundred years after Joſephus, and living in the ſame 
Conmrey, might have his Information from them that knew. as well as joneps us 


himſelf, 
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himſelf. In placing the years of theſe Prieſts, T1'begin from the Death of Taddus; 
who u ſaid:t0.bave dyed about the ſame time with Alexander the Great; reckoning 
from thence upwaras,' the Death-of Joiakim will fall in the 20th of Artaxerxes, 
which exatty agrees with the account of ' bus Death. ] bave given from Scriptare : 
And indeed there t nothing ſaid of any of theſe Priefts, either in the holy Scripture 
or in Joſephus, but what very well conſiſts with'the account of their years given us 
in this Catalogue. That you may the better judge of this, 1 bave given you a ſhort 
Fiew of their years, compared with thoſe of the Kings of Perſia, as they are'in Pto- 
lomy's'Canoz. And then he ſybjoins the Catalogue, which will be-confidered 


* 


preſently. In anſwer to all this I obſerve, 


71. That our Author is miſtaken-when he ſays, there is nothing ſaid of any 
of theſe Prieſts in Joſephus, but. what very well- conſijts 'with the account of their 
years in this Catalogue. For, | | 

(1.) Foſephns places the beginning of Elaſhib's High Prieſthood in the 
Reign of Xerxes,/ and our Author 'in the Catalogue places'it in the:2oth of 
Artaxerxes ," the Succeſſor of Xerxes, which 1 think is:not very conſiſtent , 


_ as our Author. would make us believe. .. | 


(2.) Our: Authour, makes his Calculation from the times of - the High 
Prieſthood 'of the ſeveral High Prieſts, which is-a very doubrfull and un- 
certain Ground to proceed on, and, if poſlible, more ſuſpitious than the 
Story our Author endeavours to prove by it. He indeed intimates, that it 
was tranſcribed from Africans, who lived in Fudeaz and might know as 
well as Joſephs ;, but he hath no proof of this : And he tells us Syncel/zs doth 
not qzere his Author, onely it may be reaſonably preſumed. But Preſumptions 
are but Preſurptions, let them be never ſo reaſonable, and not ſufficient to 
determine a Man in-a Matter of this nature ; however, let that account be 
Either Syncellus?s own, or Africanu's, or any other's, this 1 have to ſay : 

--(r.)- That thece 1s .no ſubſtantial Ground for the Account it ſelf the 
Scripture hath nothing at all of it, nor. yet Foſephus: Fhey. name the High 
Prieſts indeed, but give no account how long each of them were ſo. And 
our Author's Reaſon is none at all, That Africanus: lived in the Countrey of 
Judza, and might have his Information from them that knew as well as Joſephus 
bimſelf;, for though. he did live at Emmaus, yet he was'no native of the 
Countrey, but an Africare, and. that is. collefted to be the reaſon of his 
Name, ( Africanw; ) and when he did live there, it was a long time after 
the deſtruCtion of Feruſalem, when the Temple was burnt, and the Town 
ſack'd, and by reaſonable Preſumption (our Author's Argument) all-their 
publick Records burnt or loſt , when many Millions of them: were killed , 
infinite Numbers diſperſed, eſpecially at the time of Africanys, who lived 
«bout 140 years after 3 he was like to receive from a poor remnant an /ex- 
cellent account of the Times of the High Prieſts, that were 6 or 700 years 
betore. And where is it ſaid in Syncellz, that the account that was given 
of the High Prieſts, is what was taken by Tradition from the Jews ? _ 

an 
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Inference 20d DeduCtion,. as inthe Caſe of Jeſtwa, the firſt High 


after the Return from the Captivity ;, for:he plainly argues agai . ſom®'thots hy $ 
body who had faid that Feſbua was Eben years. And he endez-. Is 9: hag | 
vours to prove the contrary ; for that Jeſhua's High Priefibgod commenced. 7, 5 of 


the firſt of Cyrus, according to Exra 1.2. where he u ſet in conjunition with- 
Zerubbabel,. aud that Jeſhua dyed the 20th of Darins, -and from thence ins: 
fers, that the Comtinuance of Jeſhua's High Prieſtheod was 60 years. Here 1 
nothing at all of Tradition, or recetving-Information from the Jews; 1 
an Account made out by chronological Computation, - and which-Com- 
putation'is alfo-falſe : - So that this matter of, receiving Information of 
the Inhabitants-of Jdes, is nothing elſe but our 'Author's Fancy. Hows 
ever how does this appear, that this account of the High Prieſts in-Syw+. 
celize , was tranſcribed out of Hfricanus? . That needs another Reaſon ; 
or what methods will-our Author give us to diſtingviſh between what is 
Syncellus's own, and what is taken out of Africans? A Man muſt have 
very good Eyes that can ſte: the difference: / Ggar indeed, the laſt Editor 
of Syxcellus, hath fairly offered at it ; but; | (1.) No Man will take all 
his Conjectures for plain Proofs, eſpecially when it concerns a Matter of 
Practice. _ And, -(2.) Goar himſelf doth not aſſign the account of the 

h Prieſts continuance in their Prieſthood to Africans, From all to- 
getnertheſe two things plainly follow : _ . 

1. . That no ſubſtantiat Reaſon can be given, that the Account of the 
High Prieſts in Syncellus was tranſcribed ont of Africanns. And, 

2. If it weretranſcribed from Africans, notwithſtanding no ſubſtan- 
tial Reaſon can be given of the Account it felf, And this will yet farther 
appear, if we confider. $f 4, its 8 

2. The great Variety and Diſcrepancy that is in all ſorts of Authors 
and Chronologers concerning this very Matter z and as far as my Reg- 
ding ſerves, 1 do not find two who are of any repute, and have made it 
their buſineſs to conlider ir, that are of the ſame mind about it. T ſhall 
give the Reader a ſhort Scheme, and then draw my Inferences from it. 

The Account of the High Prieſts continuance in their reſpe@ive Pricſt- 
ſtoods, are thus, according to different Authors. 


Syncollus Chr. Paſth, Salian Walphius Mercat, Fuicius Genehr. 


1 Feſhua—— 60———32 51: OO 28 56 ——- 28 
2 Foiakim--— 36 30 22—=28——4$———36—— 42 
3 Eliaſhib--—34 40 ———21 41 2L 
4 Foiada——36 36 ——20—25——44——25 ——24 
5 Johanan--—32 32——40——00——4)——24—=24 


6 FJaldus—=— 20 mon——_—_ O=——_—_—_—_— _——— 2) —}0 
/ pe: 2 OE pe ab: And 


nology of the times of the Prisſts-not by Tradition, phy per w 
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And 1 could add many more, where there is the ſame or a greater di(- 
agreement, but this is fufficient to ſhew what an excellent Method: our 
Author hath taken, to prove the truth of a fuſpitious Story, by a 4e- 
dium that is every way as ſuſpitious as the Story it (elf. -And the Truth. 
is, any Man that is converſant in theſe kind of Studies, will plainly per-. 
ceive, becauſe there 1s no certain account of theſe things, that all Au- 
thors have taken a liberty, and haye varied the times of theſe High 
Prieſts, and have made them more or lefs, according as it might ſerve 
their reſpeftive Hypotheſes, and might reconcile them to the reſpe-tive 
Computations of Chronology they thought moſt reaſonable. Bur this 
it ſeems our Author thought moſt for his purpoſe, he is for clearing the 
Difficuities of a Story by Proofs as difficult as the Story it ſelf. And 
therefore before he had gone any farther, he ought to have proved that 
Syncellus*s Account of the times of thoſe High Prieſts, is a true Account,, 
and whi.h we ought to rely on, againſt all Mankind ; and he may yer 
prove it if he can; and if he could prove it, it would plainly deſtroy all 
his Book, as we ſhall ſee preſently. In the mean time, 

3. Our Author hath not onely pitch'd upon ſuck a precarious Proof as: 
the time of the High Prieſts reſpectively before mentioned, but has ar- 
bitrarily, and of his own head, fixed and determined the times of thoſe 
High Prieſts to certain Kings of Perſia, without any manner of Proof and 
Authority. He takes the times of the High Prieſts out of Chronicon Paſ- 
chale, or, as he ſays, better out of Syncellus; and-then to make up his 
Computation, he compares them with the Kings of Perſia ;n Ptolomy?s Ca- 
z0n, although Prolemy's Canon takes no notice of the High Prielts, nor 
yet do the Authors from whom he takes the Account of the High Prieſts, 
take notice of Prolowy*s Canon ;, and which is yet more, nor do they 
place the reſpective High Prieſts as our Author hath placed them, accor- 
ding to Prolomy's Canon; and to ſhew our Author's excellent way of 
mroving things, I ſhall give the Reader the Schemes before him. 


Our Author's Account. Account in Chr. Paſch. p, 142, to 146. 


Years before Chriſt. Olympiads. Years, 
445 In Niſan Nehemiah came to Feruſaltn, | 70 Xerxes 33 
After his coming Joiakim dyes, | 71 JoiabimHigh Prieſt 30 

444 His Son Eliaſhib High Prieſt 34 y. | 77 Artaxerxes Longimanus 41 
- 424 Darius Nothus I9 78 Eliaſhib High Prieſt 40 
410 Fade We” 36 87 Darius Nothius ; 19 
405 Fadaus born, 88 Foiada High Prieſt, 16 
Artaxerzes Mnemon 46 | 92 Sogdianus 07 

294 Jobanan 32 94 Artaxerxes Mnemon 40 
In Fohanan's time Bagoſes Governor, 979 Jamers High Prieſt 32 
349 Ocvgs Wy : 21 ro4 Ochys 28 
342 Jadaus 20 105g Faddus 20 
332 Arſes 02 110 Onlas, Son of Faddys, 2X 
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236 Darius Codomanus 4 y- | 11t Arfrochns : 4Yc 
332 Alexander rakes Tire, | | 112 Darius 6 
230 DG TIN to him, 113 Alexander took Babylon, and the 
323 Alexander dyes, and Faddus, | Perfian Monarchy deſtroyed. 
And now does not any Man fee how our Author? account and that of the 
Chr, Paſch. do agree ? He determines the High Prieſthood of Fadaus about 
the Death of Alexander, and the Chron. Paſch. determines it in the Reign of 
Ochus;, and plainly aſlerts, that not Fadaus, but his Son Onia was High 
Prieſt at the latter end of Ochns, and during the Reign of Arfes, Codomanus 
and Alexander; which is as fair a Proof of my Point, as L could deſire. But 
our Author is for taking the Prieſts from one Author, and the Kings from 
another, and then putting them together, 'as he finds occaſion ; which is 
ſuch a way of proving things as is not ordinary to be met with. And at this 


rate he may, if he pleaſe, make Archbiſhop Cranmer contemporary with 


William the Conquerour. But if it was allowed him, it will by no means 
ſerve his turn; for I defie any Man, that can but tel] an hundred, who by 


comparing theſe High Prieſts in the Chron. Paſeh. and Syncellus, with the 


Kings of Perſia in Prolomy's Canon, can make the time of Faddus Prieſthood 
contemporary with Alexander. And for the clear manifeſtation of this, 1 
ſhall ſer and compare them together. 


High Prieſts in Kings in Ptolomy s.Canon. 


Cyrus Og 

Chr, Paſch. Syncellus. | Cambyſes | 08 

T Yeſhua 32 60 Darius primus 36 
2 Foiakim 30 36 | Xerxes 2L 
3 Eliaſhib 40 34. Artaxerxes primus 41 
4 Foiada 36 36 | Darius ſecundus 19 
5 Tohanan 32 32 Artaxerxes ſecundus 46 
6 Jaddys 20 20 Ochus 21 
a NIE: Arſes | Oz 

190 218 | Darius tertius O4 

| 207 

| Aﬀter theſe Alexander the Great 08 

7 215. 


Now to ſtate theſe Accounts exattly here are two things to be obſerved : 
1. As to the Fime of Cyras his Reign, whether it 1s to be computed. from 
the time of his being fully poſſeſſed of the whole Perſian Empire, and alſo: 
as to his making the Edict to releaſe the Jews-in Captivity. But as to that 
Point, it is indifferent to me, let our Author, or any Man elfe, take what 


time they pleaſe for it, the Scripture ſays it was the firſt of Cyyws,. and ler - 


that 
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that firf b2 dated at what time they pieaſe of his Reign, tis all one in the 


preſent Caſe, I had before, by the-modeſteſt Computation I could make, 
aſtigned 3 years before his death; and if our Author does not like that, he 
may aſſign it 2 or 2 year before. It is certain it was ſome time before, and 
if but 2 years before, the Computation will ſtand thus: That the whole 
time of the Perſian Monarchy, or from the time of the Edict of Cyras, and 
the Return of the Jews from Captivity to the laſt of Darius, is 201.3 and 
Alexanders 8 years Reign being added to it, is 209. And this, if I miſtake 
not. is a Conceſſion more than needs, and I believe more than our Author. 
can demand : but at preſent ſuppoſe it, and it will doe him no ſervice; for; 

2. The next thing to be obſerved is concerning the Account of Synce/las, 
which firſt is manifeſtly falſe ; for he attributes to Jeſhna 60 years, to his 
Son Jojakim 36. Now according to the Account of Cyras's Reign, or Edict 
to reſtore the Fews, (which according to Smeellxs is contemporary with the 
beginning of Feſhus's Prieſthood, ) then it this Edict was but two years be- 


fore his Death, Foiakzm's Prieſthood myſt determine, and he muſt dye the 


29th of Artaxerxes Longimanus, when according to the Scripture, and to 
our Author himſelf, his Son El;aſwb was High Prieft the 20th of the ſame 
Artaxerxes. And therefore, 2. Syncellus's Miſtake plaiply aroſe from con- 
founding the firſt year of Cyrzs's Principality, with the firſt year according 
to Scripture Account, which is generally ſuppoſed to reſpect not the firſt 
year of bis Principality, but the firſt year of his Monarchy over Perſia. But 
be that as it will, *tis all one; for Syxcellxs attributing to Cyrus 3 1years, and 
for that Reaſon reckoning the High Prieſthood of Jeſhua, as contemporary 
and concurrent with it, it comes all to the ſame purpoſe ;, and if we reckon 
according to Syncellas, inſtead of computing from two years before Cyrus's 
Death, we muſt compute from 31; and this brings the Matter to the ſame 
Ilue, and according to that Compute, Jadds*s High Prieſthood muſt de- 
termine in the days of Ochus, and not in the time of Alexander : And accor- 
dingly Syncellus plainly aſſerts, 3. That Feſhua's High Prieſthood did de- 
termine the 2oth of Darias; and then according to that Calculation Jaddus 
his Prieſthood muſt determine in the time of Qchus, and 20 years before the 
Death of Alexander, according to Ptolomy's Canon. And now let us com- 
pare theſe Accounts, and ſee whether it be poſſible for any man taking the 
Accounts of the High Prieſts from Chronicon Paſchale and Syncellus, to make 
Fadaus living at the time of Alexander. A 

The whole Account of the times of theſe High Prieſts, according to Chr. 
Paſch, is — ————— —————————————— 190 Y 

The whole time of the Perſian Kings, ſuppoling Cyrws but the 2d before 
his Death to the laſt of Codomanus, is 200, and to the Death of Alexander 
S more, in Ptolomy's Canon, is——————————mommgmmn——_—_—c y. 

That is, that by comparing the account of the High Prieſts in Chronecou 
Paſchale with the Perſias Kings in Prolermy*s Canon, it plainly _— that 

Ja 
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High Prieſt at the time of Alexanatr ;, and according to the loweſt Compu- 
tation there 1s 18 years difference between, our, Author - when -he compares 
them, and what is the true Computation according to that Chronicon. ...; - 


And then for Syxcellas, from the beginning of Foiakim's High. Prieſthood 


(the 20th of Darins) to the laſt of Faddus, is — — 158. y. 
From the 20th of Darius to the laſt of Codowanus, in Ptolomy's Caron, is 
170, and adding the 8 of Alexander, is —— ——— 7 Yy. 
And therefore by comparing the High Prieſts. in Syncelz with the Perſian 
Kings ia Prolomy's Canon, it plainly appears, that our Author's. Computa- 
tion 1s but a Miſtake of 20 years, even as much as the whole time of Faddurs 
High Prieſthood. And it does as plainly appear that Faddus's Prieſthood de- 
termined in the Reign of Ochus, and not inthe time of Alexander, and much 
leſs, as our Author aſſigns, about the time of his Death. SS 
And {ſo our Author hath proy'd the Matter on my ſide, a great deal 
better than I could do, or had ſo much as attempted : Alas ! 1 onely argued 
that the Story was ſuſpitzons ; but our Author gives us Evidence and De- 
monſtration, that it is not true, nor can be; for if he will ſtand by his own 
Method, and compare the Account of the Times of theſe High Prieſts, as 
they are in Chron. Paſch. and Syncellus, with the account of the Perfrar Kings 
in Prolomy's Canon. *Tis as plain as the Sun, that Fadans's High Prieſthood 
ended ſome years before Alexander*s Expedition into Perſia, and therefore 
- was not alive when Alexander beſieged Tyre; and conſequently Foſephns's 
Story concerning Zaddius and Alexander cannot be true; which I coufeſs is 
a better Proof for my Aſſertion, than any I have offered at. This therefore 
deſerves Thanks and due Acknowledgment, and which by theſe Preſents [ 
return to our Author. And if he had been pleaſed to vindicate Dr. Sher- 
lock, as he hath vindicated Foſephns, he would have obliged me for ever ; 
for then I do not queſtion but Dr. Sherlock would have been anſwered much 
better than I have done. | 
Our Author now comes to conſider the Ages of Sanballat and Manaſſes, and 
tells us, For the firſt of theſe he us ſpoken of by Joſephus, with that Care which one 
would have thought might have prevented this Objettion;, and yet however it 
comes to paſs, moſt Men that have well conſidered it have made this Objec- 
' tion, and never thought that:the Care and Caution of Joſephus? expreſſing 
it, would ſo eaſily take it off: And for any thing 1 know Dr. Iſaac Yoſſi 
was the firſt who thought of the Anſwer our Author hath given to it, and 
our Author I ſuppoſe out of him : And it was abſolutely neceſſary for him 
to find out ſome expedient for this; for otherwiſe his Chronology would 
have been one of the wildeſt things in the World ; for he places Nehemiah's 
going up to Fernuſalem as Foſephus does, in the Reign of Xerxesz and then if 
Sanballat, that diſturbed Nehemiah, had lived to Alexander's taking of Tyre, 
he muſt haye been 185 years old 3 nay, according to his account, 220 yy 
F 2 Q 


Faday; dyed in the time-of Ochus, andthat his Son Onier,- arid nothe, was" 
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of8; forte affipnoto theReiph of Svuarerars Mnemen 52 years, and makes 
the Contimmnce of the Peryian Monarchy td:be 253 years : And therefore 
to ſolve this Qbjeftion, which lay Toobvious againſthim, he foand our this 
Anſwer, and tells'us as ovr Author does, That thete were two Savballars ; 
one the Horenite, mentioned by Nehemiah ; the other fent into Saumaria by 
Codomamus. But he gives no Proof of this, but onely the account of Joſe- 
phus: But that ſignifies nothing in the preſent Controverſie z. for Foſephus 
faying that Sanballat was ſent by Darius, who was driven out by Alexander, 
fic appears that Sarballat was Prefef of Syria upon the coming of Nehemiah 
to Fermfalem, which is the Scripture account, and the Ground of the Obje- 
Aion, -and' can never be anſwered by +. arch ſaying Savballat was ſent by 
Darius, who was beaten by Mexandr: for the Queſſtivn is, whether there 
were two ; aftd Joſephns mentioning onely one, is not at Argument that 
there were two, but a reafon that he hath miſplaced that one that he men- 
tions. The Scriptures mention but one Sarballar, and Foſephrs likewile tel- 
ling the fame Story with the Scriptores, mentions bur bne Sanballat, though 
he has placed his S:7babar many years after the Scripture account. The Sta- 
tion is the Tame, as Prefett of Syrza, both in the Scripture, and in Joſephrs ; 
and this I think a fair Reaſon, that the Sarballats in the Scripture, and in 
Foſephas are but one, though the placing of them are different, and which is. 
the Ground of the Odjeftzov. Our Author farther adds, (which Foſſins ne- 
ver thought on, )-and makes tt the Ground of his Anſwer, the Difference 
between #bronaim and Chutha; and becanſe the Scripture calls Sanbalar the 
Foronite , and Foſephns calls his Sznbatlat a Chuthzan; therefore our Author 
concludes they muſt not be the ſame Sarballat, becauſe of their different 
Original and ExtraCtion, and fays, Who world have thought that this Chuthe- 
an ſhould have been miſtaken for the Moabite of Horonaim, whom Nehemiah 
foxnd in Paleſtine 100 years before 3 and then takes fome pains to prove that 
Eoronaim was in Moab, and that Nehemiah*s Sanballat was a Afoabite, And 
what does that ſignifie ? For beſides that the DiſtinCtion of ſuch additional 
Names and Characters is a very ſlender Proof of the Diſtinction of the Per- 
ſons > for Men may have ſuch additional CharaQters' upon ſeveral accounts, 
and there are Inſtances enough of it in Scripture, Howeyer here are two 
things confiderable. 

1. The Queſtion is, whether there were in thoſe reſpettive Times two: 
Sanballats, and to fay that Joſephus, who writes the fame Story, and men- 
tions but one, calls his a Churhean, and therefore he is not the ſame, is anſwe- 
ring by the Queſtion z for why may not Joſephus be miſtaken as well in the 
Pcdigree, as he 1s in the times of Sanballar? But fappoſe he is not; and 
hath given his ExcraCtion right, 

2. Why might hor the Churhzans (at leaſt Tothe of them) be tranſlated to 
Afoab,' upon the Conqueſt of thac Country, as wellas to Samiris upon the 
Conqueſt of that ; this was uſual in the Eaftern Congqueſts , to tranſplant 


their 


<A VF woot, ” wr HAS *:3'- ti 4-46 —— 
7 4 "DL 5 Va 85-33 a 

: PEE CIATED b (IGG 2-4 

© 
AST FEE. 


their own Pzople, and remove the Natives, (and the Calf of Samwivds 


fpect co his Birth and laft Habitation'in the Seripture, and Joſephus. might 
call him a Chuthean with reſpect to the Nation or People from whom he 
was deſcended. This is ofual-in Foſephus, eſpecially with reſpect to them, 
who calls the Samaritanes Chnthzans,' thongh They had lived in Samaria for 
feveral Generations. He calls thern fo in Alexander's time, which was about 


400 yearsafter their Planting there and hedoes fo often afterwards whenke 


is angry, tho' he wrote his Book near Boo years after their being ſettled in 
that Country ; which is juſt to as mach parpoſe as to call Engliſhmen Sax- 
ons, Danes, or Normans. And 1 wonder why he might not for the ſame rea- 
fon call Sanballat a Chuthean, though neither he nor any of his Anceſtors for 


five or ſix Generations had ever ſeen that Countrey. And Joſophus himſelf 


plainly favonrs this, for all that he ſays is, that he'was'of the Race of the 
Chnthzns , from which the Samaritanes came ; and: which he might be well 
enough, and yet a Horonite by Birth, and his Anceſtors might have been In- 


habirants of Zoab for ſome Generations. And the fame angry reaſon which - 


made him generally call the Sa-maritanes Chutbenns, might make him ſay the 
fame of Sanbalat, though he might come no-more innnediately from Chutha 
than the Samaritanes themſelves. | 

However the Force of the ObjeCtion tUves not lie in the Names being the 
fame, which yet is more:than oor Author can fairly anfwer ; but that join'd 
with other conſiderable Circumſtances. There is not onely an Identity of 
Name, but of ſeveral other material Things. The Sanballzt in Scripture, 
and the Sanballat in Foſephns was Prefett of Syria, and had a Daughter mar- 
ried to the Son of-the High Prieſt, who was obſtinate, and would not for- 
fake his forbidden Marriage, and for' which he was deprived of his Prieſt- 
hood. Theſe are the Characters of the Caſe of Sanballat in the Scriptures, 


and they are the very ſame of Fofrphas's Sanballxt ;, and where there is both 


the ſame Name, and alfo a harttnotiy of ſuch and ſo 'many extraordinary 
Circumftances,, to diſptte whether they are the ſame Perſon, is to ftrain 


epon the Ingenuity and common Reaſon'of Mankind. I had told him before, Anfv. p.94 


© Sch a Concurrence of all Circumſtances, is like the Platonick year ,. and 
& is not likely to return ſooner or if ſuch a ſtrange thing ſhould:happen, 
& js jt probable rhat all Hiſtories would have been ſilent of it? But of this 
our Author takes no manner of Notice , bnt talks of the ſtrangeneſs that 
there ſhould be two of a Name, (as if the Objettion conſiſted in that; ) and 
then he takes ſome pains to prove that there may be two Perſons of the 
fame Name, and tells me , #t world not have ftuckwith me , if Thad confie- 
red that there were two Artaxerxes, and fotne others he there mentions ; and: 


then gravely concludes, There®s no ftrangeneſs in this ; but that any Xſan ſhould P, 12, | 


be ſo ſenſeleſs, to think theſe two Pairs (he mentions) were but one Man rach,— 
Now I erant our Author,, that it is ſenſeleſs to think that two Perſons may 
; not 


ficient proof of it; ) and then Sanballar mipht-be called an Horonmie'with re. 2 
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not have the ſame Name); - but withal] it is a little ſe-ſzleſs too to:pretend to 
anſwer an Objection; and yet never coniider that where: it conſiſts. There 
might be two Sanballats, as well as two Artaxerxes, (tho? nor ſo eaſie nei- 
ther, if it was as our Author would have it, of two ſuch dititering Coun- 
tries and Originals as Chntha and. Moab; ) but that each of theſe Sarballat; 
ſhould be a'Lieutenant in the-ſame Country, that each of them ſhould have 
a Davghter, that each of theſe Daughters ſhou!d be married to a Son of the 
High Prieſt, againſt the Laws of their Countrey, that each of theſe Sons 
ſhould be obinate, and perſiſt in ſach unlawfull Wedlock, and jor which 
each of them was deprived of hi> Prieſthood, and of all Honour 1n his own 
Countrey : And with our Author's good leave, theſe I ſuppoſe are not Mat- 
ters of ſuch ordinary Occurrence, as having two Men of the ſame Name; 
and for my part I can liken it to nothing elſe than as I have already, to the 
Platonick Year. And ſuch a Corjunttion of all Circumſtances is likely to fall 
out, when the Platonick, Revolution ſhall have ſet every thing in the ſame 
Order, Place, and Station as it was before. | 

Laſtly, Our Author comes to conſider the Age of anaſſes, Brother of 
Zaddus, and here he ſaith, The Otjeftor , to find a Fanlt in thi Story, makes 
many. For firſt be confounds this Brother of Jaddus with his Uncle, that #s men- 
tioned by Nehemiah #n the end of hu Book,, Nehemiah there calleth him, one of 
the Sons of Jo:iada, the Son of Eliaſhib the High Prieſt ; which is plain enough 
ro ſhew, that he was younger Brother of Johanan, the Father of Jaddus. Now I 
own that l[ take Mlndſſes to be the ſame that is mentioned by Nehemiah. I 
own likewiſe that Nehemiah does not call him the Brother of Fadaus , but 
one of the Sons of Joiada: But has our Author forgot what he ſays about the 
common way of ſhortening Pedigrees in the Caſe of Ezra? and tells me farther- 
more, that the want of conſidering it run me into that Difficulty of Ezra's 
Age, and particularly inſtances in this very Book of Nehemiah, where Joha- 
zan is called the Son of Elzaſhib, who indeed was his Grandfather, and his 
immediate Father was Jo:iada: And why, I wonder, will not this ſerve in 
the preſent Caſe, and when ir is ſaid oze of the Sons of Joiada, it may be un- 
derſtood that he was his Grandſon , and not his immediate Son, as is very 
uſual, both in this Book, and in other places of Scripture, (as our Author 
has obſerved, though I think not ſo pertinently applied to the Caſe of Ez- 
ra, for the Reaſons before.) But notwithſtanding this Anſwer of our Au- 
thor himſelf, he tells me very magiſterially, No matter for that, the Objettor 
50 make Joſephus a Lyar, makes bold with the Scripture it ſelf. Ard what is 
this Boſadneſs, I pray ? Why truly, ſuppoſing that when the Scripture calls 
ſuch a Perſon the Son of another, he may be the Grandſon, and not the Son 
in propriety of Speech. And if this be to make bold with Scripture, *tis what 
is very allowable; and our Author hath the leaſt reaſon to charge me with 
it, who uſes the very ſame boldneſs, and inſiſts upon it, and intimate< me 
guilty of Inconſiderateneſs for not minding it. This therefore is a = 
Anlwer 
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Anſwer to what our Author here cites out of Nehemiah, and he that is 
calld one of the Sons of Foiada, might notwithſtanding be the immedi- 
ate Son of Johanan 5.e. he might be Manaſſes, whom Foſephrs mentions. 
And as there is no reaſon, ſo our Author. being conſiſtent with himſelf, 
can never except againſt it. But I have one thing more to obſerye, 
and that is, PRF-c ws : 

That there is all the Reaſon inthe World to conclude, even from Fo- 
ſephus himſelf, that he who is mentioned in Nehemiah, as marrying the 
Daughter of Sanballat, could be no other than Manaſſes, the Brother of 
adds, though at the ſame time it will appear , that he hath miſplaced 
them, as to the time of it. Now Foſephus in his Eleventh Book of 4nti- 
quities, undertakes to give account of the Afﬀairs of the Jews, during the 
Perſian Monarchy, and among other obſervable things, he particularly 
takes notice of Nehemiah, and of matters relating to the time of his Go- 
vernment ; but not one lingle word either of Saxbalar, or of any Mar- 
riage of the High Prieſt's Son or Grandſon with his Daughter, or of any 
ſuch Marriage at all. He likewiſe particularly takes notice of Feſus the 
Son of foiada, of his Friendſhip with Bageſes, and by whoſe afliſtance 
he hoped to gain the High Prieſthood ; and laſtly of his Death, being 
killed by his elder Brother Johanar in the Temple; but not the leaſt In- 
timation of his Marrying with the Daughter of Sanballat, norany thing 
like it: And all that Joſephus does mention, with reſpect to that Mar- 
ter, is, That Sanballzt was Governour of Syria, and ſent by Darius , 
who was conquered by Alexander; and that Ianaſſes, the Brother of 
Taddus, married his Daughter, and for which he was expelled by Fad- 
dus. From whence 'tis very plain. | 

(1.) That there is not the leaſt Foot-ſtep in Foſephns for two Sanbal- 
lat"s being Prefedts of Syria, at two differing times. : 

(2.) That Foſephus takes no manner of notice of two Marriages of 
the High Prieſt's Son with the Daughter of a Governour of Syr:a, but 
onely of one. ; 

(3.) That this one is the Marriage of anaſes, the Brother of Fad- 
dus, to the Daughter of Sanbalat , Governour of Syria. And there- 
fore 
(a.) As to the Matter the Scripture .account and Foſephas's perfectly 
agree, Foſephus indeed hath added the Name of the Man, ("2/anaſſes, ) 
and of the Woman, (Nicaſo, ) in which the Scripture is filent. 

And therefore I will appeal to any unprejudiced and impartial Rea- 
der, whether, fairly laying things together, he can poſlibly believe, that 
this account in Foſephus was-not deſigned for the ſame account we have 
in Nehemiah, onely he hath miſtimed it; for Joſephus all along giving us 
the account of Scripture, (and which he himſelf intimates, ) if there 


were two Sanballats, why did he not name _ ? Iftwo ſuch _—_ 
ow 
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(50) 
how came he to omit them ? But if there was but onely one, (and he 
mvuft have good Eyes that can find any more in Foſephws,; then it is plain 
that Foſephas is miſtaken, and the Qneſtion is, whether the Scripture ac- 
count is to regulate Foſephus, or Foſephms's account to regulate the Scrip- 
ture, and which wil require no difhcolty to determine. 

P.33, Our Author adds, But Joſephus knew what he writ , as appears by his 
fixing the time of thu Story. There was no date of Time better known among 

| the Jews, than that of the Building their Teniple at Jeruſalem ; wor among 

the Samaritanes, than that of the Building the Temple of Girizim. They 
remembred nothing more than the Deftruttion of their Temples, and no donvr 

if they bad any Records, or any Hiſtories, the times of theſe things were chiefly 
remembred in them: But it was within 200 years of Joſephus's time that the 
Temple at Mount Girizim was deftroyed by Johannes Hircanus, # happened 

20 | at a memorable time, ſoon after the Peath of Antiochns Pins, (which was in 

Antig. 1.13. the year before Chrift 130,) then that Temple was deftroyed, ſaith Joſephus, 

tb 200 years after the building of it. How long that Temple ſtood none kyew 
berter than the Samaritanes themſelves. And as they were Enemies t0 the 
Jews, /- thev muſt be particularly to that Author, who provokes them as oft as 
he mentioneth them; How inen d«rſt he have put it imo their power to dif- 
prove him ?_. T take it therefore for certain, by their account as well as his, ( ac- 
counting 200 years upwards from the Deſtruttion, ) that their Temple was 
built in the year before Chriſt 430, (it 101! be 330,) which falls in the tive 
of Alexanact i5: Great , and not as the Objeftor would have #; 73; me nme 
of Artaxerxes Longimanus. | 

Bur, 1. Where does our Avthour find, that 7 woald have it , that 
the Temple of Gir12im was built in the time of Longimanus? I fay 
no ſuch thing, nor was there any -necd of it. Iquote indeed the 
Fewiſh Chronologers, who affirm it was built long before the times of 
Alexander: but I do but barely quote it, and draw no Argument from 
it 3 Or if I had, it would not follow, that therefore I would have it 
built in the time of Longimanus, nor does it follow from any thing I ſay 
for ſuppoſe Serballat built the Temple for his Son-in-law, that might 
very well be, and it could not reaſonably be otherwiſe than ſeveral years 
after Longimanns, But, | 

2. Our Author tells us, Joſephus fixes this Story at a time well kyown , 
2s the Building the Temple, no date of txme better known among the Jews 
than the building the Temple at Jeruſalem, nor among the Samaritanes, than 
the building the Temple of Girizim. But 1 pray was not likewiſe the co- 
ming up of Nehemiah to Fernſalem, and building the Walls of it, and fil- 
ling it with Inhabitants, a date of time alſo well known ? And 0 doubt 
(as our Author argues) if they had any Records, or any Hiſtories, the times 
of theſe things were chiefly remembred in them. Bat for all that Joſephas 
ixes the time of that in the Reign of Xerxes, which is contrary ar 
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Author*s own acconnt, who fixes it in theReignof his Succeſſour: So 
that for anything 1 can'fee, the Cate of time well known, is no ſecu- 
rity againft Errour and Miſtake;” and4 ſuppoſe there was as much Rea« 


ſon for Fofephas to know'the date-of the Building:the Wilks of Feruſaleim, 


as of a Temple in-Samaria, But: rhis.concerned 'the'Aﬀairs- of this own 
Countrey, in which there was no need ro be ſo exatt;/ for his Conntry= 
men and Friends would not be fo ready to find fault: For our Author 
tells us, the Samaritanes were Enemies to the Jews, and particularly to To- 
ſephus; nd how durſt he put it in their power to diſprove him. As if a Man 
who dw/t miſtake in the Aﬀaits of his own Countrey. 'durſt notialſomiſl 
take in thoſe of his Neighbours ; there is reaſon indeed that a Man 
ſhould not tell that for truth which is not ; but if Menare miſtaken, and 
take one thing or time for another, Þ think there is no need'to prove 
that Men are not affraid to publiſh theſe Miſtakes, let them concern ej- 
ther Friend or Foe. But oor Author confirms his Point, The Samaritans 
would certainly diſprove him, ' if this had not been true ;; and therefore I take it 
fer certain by their account, ai well ar by, ' But, The. 

(1.) How does our Author know- whether they did diſprove him or 
no, has he any Sawaritarne Authors that wrote about thoſe Times? And 
methinks he that will not admit the Silence of Heathen Hiſtorians to be a 
Proof concerning a Matter-that mightily related to: their Hiſtory, can- 
not himſelf conclude from the Silence of Samaritane Writers, and cſpe- 
cially when there are no ſuch Writers to be:found. 1 

(2.) The Diipate between the Jews and Samaricanes was not concer- 
ning the building or deſtroying their Temple , but concerning their 
Worſhip , or the Place of it, but not the Structure; and itmade no 
manner of difference as to that, whether their Temple was built at the 


time of Alexander, or 100 years before. Joſephus tells a Story of a Con- 4rtiq. 1.15; © 


teſt between the Fews and Samaritanes at Alexandria concerning their 
Worſhip, and which came to be debated before Prolomy by Advocates 
on each ſide; and he that undertook the Cauſe of the Fews, proved the 
Holineſs of the Temple from the Law; and by a continued'Succeſlion of 
High Prieſts, and the propagation of the Prieſthood to [that very time, 
and the Honours and Gifts conferred on that Temple by the Kings of 
Afia ;, but not a word which of the Temples was firſt built, or inſiſting 
upon the late building of the Temple of Grrizizz. 'So thatit ſeems let 
that be ſooner or later, it made nodifference in the Queſtion. And it 
is plain-enough the Diſpute and Schiſm laſted after the Temple of Gz- 
rizim was deſtroyed , nay, after both the Temples were4deſtroyed 3 it 
was not therefore either the Building or the DelitruCtion of the Temple 
was matter of Diſpute between them : And ſowithreſpett rothetime 
of that, (which is the Matter now-before us.) if our Author couid find 
they had not diſproved Feſephus in that , i would not tgnific _ 
| | tacre 
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there being no great need to be ſo very critical} in that which-was not the 


main point in Controverſie, and whether it was built or deſtroyed 100 
years before or after, it was all'one in reſpect of that; nay, if our Au- 
thor-could find thit:they had diſproved Foſephrs in this, it would have 
ſignified nothing neither; for our Author hath a. {mall Argument thar 
wou'd wipe out:the Teſtimony of all the Samaritanes in the World; for 
who knows not that the Samaritanes hated the Jews, and had a particu- 
Jar Quarrel againſt Foſephas, for talking ſuch hard things of them ? And 
therefore though our Author brings their not diſproving Zoſephas as an 
Argument'to confirm whart he ſays, it is plain enough, that it they had 
diſproved him a thouſand times over, it would ſignifie nothing ar all by 
our Author's way of arguing. - 

3. Our Authour proves the Temple of Girizim muſt be built in the 
time of Alexander, by calculating from the Deſtruction of it, which, ac- 
cording/to Joſephns, was. 200 years after the building of it and that being 
ſoon atter Antzochus Pins*s Death, 'which: was 130 years before Chriſt, 
reckoning upwards, the Building of it will fall-in 330 before Chriſt , 
which is the titme of Alexander. Bur, | 

(1.) Suppoſe it: What is that to the Controverſie between us, which 
15 not concerning the Building of that Temple, but the Age of Sanbalat ? 
I have no Diſpute with him about that 3 ler it be butt when he pleaſes, 
iris all-one-to me; but-if he willneeds have Sanballat to build it, as Fo- 
ſepbus affirms, I doubtiit myſtbe'built before Alexander's time. 

(2.) Suppoſe Joſephus ſays this ; why then” this proves, that Fo/epous 
in this point 1s conſiſtent with himſelf; but this does not prove but that 
he may be out in his Account, which is the onely Queſtion, from the 
time of Alexander to the Death of Aptiochus Pius, is ſuppole 200 years, 
and fo far Joſephus reckons right; but if the ground of this Calculation 
be wrong, how equally ſoever.he-may reckon from thence, the whole is 
a Miſtake. , He had placed the building of this Temple in the Time of 
Alexander, and ſpeaking of the Deſtruction of it 200 years after, he 
could not, without contradicting himſelf, ſay otherwiſe. And the ut- 
moſt that this proves is, that Foſephas did not contradict himſelf. Foſe- 
phas in the ſame place faith, -it was built by the Permiſſion of Alexander , 
and refers to what he had ſaid-of it before, and ir is every jot as good 
an Argument to prove the Temple was built by the Permiſſion of Alexan- 


der, becauſe he mentions it again in another place of the ſame Book. 


This proves indeed that Joſephus did not forget himſelf; but proves the 
Point nq more than if he had ſaid it onely once: For the ſecond Aſſer- 
tion is'of no more Validity and Authority than the firſt , and eſpecially 
when the firſt is plainly and particularly referred to; as if Fo/ephus his 
Authority concerning the ſame thing, was more cogent in his Thirteenth 
enan it 1s in his Eleventh Book. IR 
It 
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With reſpe& to this matter,” our Author. adds, - He tells us from David Aniw. p. 
Ganz, that the Jewiſh Chronologers affirm, that the Temple on Mount Girizim * 
was built long before the time of Alexander, and that at the time of Alexander, 

Simeon Juſtus 2.25 High Prieff, and which Simeon was Grand-ſon of 
Jaddus. And to this our Author adds out of the next Page, The Obje&or 

zells 15 afterwards that Calvilius, and not only he, but all Chronologers find 
Joſephus's Errors and Miſt akes concerning thoſe times, ſo many and fo groſs, 

as would make any man that affed upon Principles of Sincerity very fearful 

ro uſe an Example taken cut of him in matters of Praftices Now I do 

not know tor what purpoſe our Author added this laſt Citation here Y 
(for it does not concern the 1mmedizte matter our Author argues a- - - 5 
gainſt, nor was it uſed by me with reference either to the building of 4 
the Temple of Girizim, or to the Fewiſh Chronologers, but a general 
Inference from the whole, ) except it was for an Introduction to the 
Refleion that follows. ; 

I believe ( lays he) the jObjeFor ats upon Principles-of Sincerity in P. 14. 
other things, notwithſtanding that he ſeems to forget them in his Quotations : 
In-theſe I muſt needs ſay, he gives great ſuſpicion of the contrary, by omit- 
ting thoſe werds that make againſt him in hu own Authors, Of which I ſhall 
give a clear proof by and by, And when our Author does give that, we 
ſhall ſee whether there is from thence any reaſon for ſuch preat ſuſpicion 
of my Sincerity in my 2uotations. 

What our Author adds, about excepting all the beſt of Chronologers from 
among thoſe who find fault with Foſephus, I ſhall conſider preſently, in 
the mean time with reſpect to the Citation out of Ganz he tells us. 

I allow him the Jewiſh Chronologers, who are as much the Enemies of Joſe- 5 
phuis as he himſelf,” for they have the like quarrel againſ# bim, becauſe he Mp 
breaks all their meaſures. Well, I perceive, tho Foſephns was ſomewhac 
unfortunate, in having ſo many people find fault with him, yet he 1s x 
mighty happy in an Advocate, who will be ſure to find out ſome oblique EN 
reaſon or other, to lay all the blame upon them. But I wonder which "BY 
way our Author will vindicate Foſephres from hitmſelf ; ſuch Characters 7g 
may ſerve well enough tor Heathens,Fews,and the Anſwerer; and Malice, 
Enmity, and particular Quarrels, may be a reaſon ſufficient againſt them. 
Bute what I pray is the Reaſon of the Vindicator's Contraditing of 
Foſephns : Foſephus as much breaks our Authors Meaſures as mine, and if Fe 
he can reconcile his own Chronology with Foſephas, I will give him i 
the Cauſe. And let our Author try what a pure Anſwer this would be, 3 
in the differing Account he gives from Foſephas, and I do not know 
any reaſon, bur it may-be as good an Anſwer for him, with reſpec to 
the points in which he differs from Foſephas, as it 15 for me, with re- 
ſpec to thoſe, in which I difter from him, 


H Well ! 
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Well-! how liberal ſoever the Author was but juſt before to atow 
me the Jewiſh Chronologers, becauſe he thinks them not worth much ; 
yet for all that he will not alow me them neither : for. it follows, Bur 
yet the Jewiſh Chronologers will not help the ObjeFFor in bis Cauſe, They will 
not make Jaddus live to one hundred and twenty four years of age, and San- 
ballat to one hundred and forty fiuz, Nor did I quote them for any ſuch 
thing; but for ſomething elſe as we ſhall ſee prefently. In the mean 
time his Reaſon 1s, They are ſo far from that , that they ſcarce allow either 
of them any age, for they make the * whole time of the ſecond Temple at 
Jeruſalem till the ſixth of Alexander the Great to be but thirty four years, 
And what if they do 2? does it follow therefore, that they will not al- 
P.64. low Sanballat or Fadds (carce any age? Ganz himlſelt in anſwering an 
Objection out of XMeor Enajim concerning this very matter, and to make 
good his Compute, ſuppoſes the High Prieſts to have Children at eighteen 
or twenty, and then ſuppoſes that upon the Return out of Babylon, 
Zeſhua might be a hundred, at the ſame time Foakim eighty, Eliaſhib fix- 
ty, Foiadah forty, Fohanan twenty, and Faddaab juſt born then ; and 
then concludes, if Simeon Fuſtns were Faddua he muſt be thirty five, at 
the time of Alexander, if Simeon Fuſtus was the _—_ from Feſhua, 
(5. e.) the Grandſon of Fadds, then it is but ſuppoling they had Chil- 
dren at eighteen, and then there would be time ſufficient» Now this 
how wild ſoever it-be, yet ſhews that they were not for allowing them 
ſcarce any age, when Ganz himſelf hath taken ſuch mighty pains to make 
them ſome : and, asI take it, the afligning Faddws expreily thirty five 
years at the time of Alexander, 1s not ſcarcely allowing bim any age. And 
this by the way is in the very Page that our Author quotes, viz. pag. 
64. Our Author adds, In that ſixth year of Alexander, they ſay that 
be came up againſt Jeruſalem, and that Jaddus ( Ganz ſays Simeon Juſtus) 
the High Prieſt, and all the Elders of Iſrael came forth to him, and that they 
made a Covenant with Alexander (tho Darius was then living.) And 
yet Ganz has not-the leaſt ſyllable of Darius being then living. But as 
it happens, the very Page before, and but five 
Alcrander —- afeendit contra Dariyns Lanes before he ſpeaks of Simeon Fuſftms, he plain- 
& expulit illum 8 terra ſua, atquein= ly andin expreſs Terms ſays, that he ( Darims ) was 
errſefirs oft, Ganz, p. 58. ſlain. And is not this a pure Vindicator of Anthors, 
who deals thus with them? And, which is yet 
more pleaſant, he inſinuates the ſame Fault upon me, when *cis only 
Pig.57. his own 5 for theſe are his next Words : Tha Story (lays he) fills up moſt 
of that wery Page our Objettor quotes in his Margent, Well, that is true ; 
but there 1s this difference, that the High Prieſt there 1s called 5:- 
»meon Fuſtm, and our Author calls him Faddzs, but for that our Author 
lays, he might have ſeen in the paſſage before, where Ganz tell us of 
Simeon the Juſt, zhat hx name was Jadduah, And that is true too, that 
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he ſays ſo; and this brings us to the-point- before us. Gavz makes the 
whole time of the Perſian Monarchy very ſhort, about ſixty and odd 
years: and at the end of it makes Simeon. Fuſtus the Son of Feſbua High 
Prieſt, and calls hin» Feddusb,- which. is' plainly falſe ; for Simeon Fuſtus 
was-Son of Onias, and Grandſon of Faddww. And therefore againſt 
his ſhort Compuratien, -he raiſes an: Obje&tion out of other Fewiſh Chro- 


nologers, particularly out of the Author of Meor Enajim, who ſays that Papi 58, 


Simeon Tuſtas was the Eighth from Feſbua, and proves it partly from Ne- 59- 
hemiah 12. where tis faid, And Feſhua begat Foiakim, lrg rm begat 
Eliaſhib, and Eliaſtib Foiada, and Foiads Fohauan, and Fohanan Faddus : 
and partly by Tradition; for it isreceived, that Faddua begat Oniar, and. 
Onias, Simeon Fuſtus and which is certainly true. And the peer ug 19 
of this is, that the times of the Perſian Monarchy were much longer 
than Ganz, computes them 3 and which ſeems ta be the main reaſon of 
the Objection as it 15s repeated by Ganz : ( for I have not- the Au- 
thor ) and which appears further by Ganz's Anſwer, page 63,64. And 
this was the reaſon of my quoting the Jewiſh Chronologers, not for 
Ganz's Account, which is falſe and ridiculous, . but for thoſe other 
Jewiſh Chronologers which he mentions, and who plainly underſtood 
the Chronology of thoſe Times much better than he did ; | the Ac- 
count they give of the Succeſſion of the High Prieſts is undoubtedly 
true, and what they prove by it, that the Per/iay Monarchy ſtood much 
longer than Ganz, would have it, is certainly true likewiſe ; but as far as 
appears by what Gazz cites, they thought Simeon Juſtus was High 
Prieſt at the end of that Monarchy as well as Ganz, only he calls him 
Faddua, when Jeddua was his Grandfather, and 1s plainly proved ſo 
by them from the Succeflion of the High Prieſts. 

Upon the ſame account it was that IT -quoted Ganz for the Fewif: 
Chronologers concerning the building of the Temple of Girizim, which 


our Author tells us, The Objeftor ſaith the Jewiſh Chronologers affirm. #0 Pag. gx; 


have been built long before Alexander's time. He anſwers, 4x Ganz tells 
zs, that ſome of their Writers have ſaid ſo, but he diſproves them, and af- 
firms of a certainty, that it was built in ' Alexander's rime, and by bx per- 
miſſion. Very well, then Some of them have ſaid ſo, and that is as much 
as I affirmed ; but Ganz himſelf ſays the contrary, And what if he does ? 
The other ſay contrary to him , and any Man that conſiders what Gavz 
repeats out of them, will find (as I noted before) that what they ſay 
comes nearer to truth, and conſequently that they are more con(iderable, 
and are much to be preferred to him: Ganz indeed gives a ſtrange 
account of theſe matters, but the others do not; and how much fo- 
ever our Author may laugh at them, it does not appear that they are 
{overy trifling and inconfiderable. But let that be as it will, it plainly 
appears from hence, that this m—_ even among them is an gg 
2 an 
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(55 
and- perplexed thing, and the Fewiſh Chronologers cannot agree abont 
it. And there are the ſame Debates and Diſputes amongſt them, 
as there are among others. And this is a pure Account to build 
a Matter of Practice on, which is the Subjet of Contention among 
all forts of Chronologers, and hath no manner either of certainty 
or perſpicuity in it. Our Author adds, He ( Ganz) doth indeed con- 
found the two Sanballats, the Chuthzan, and the Horomite, and makes Ma- 
naſles ro be the Prieſt that was depoſed in Nehemiah's time : this might be 
excuſed in a Jew. This is a fine Complement to all the Chronologers 
almoſt that have wrote concerning theſe times ; for excepting Yoſſizs and 
thoſe that follow him, and our Author, as far as I know, all the reſt, 
even the Primate himſelf ( whoſe Fudgment our Author attributes much to ) 
make no ſuch diſtin&ion either between Sanballat or Manaſſes. But ir 
ſeems all that our Author has to ſay for them is, what they ſay might be 
excuſed in a Jew, ( And what I pray was Joſephus? ) But it 3s inexcn- 
fable in them, Well, but our Author has a Reaſon: That reckons that 
att of Nehemiah but four years before the Reign of Alexander. A very plea- 
fant Bufineſs, that 1s to ſay, our Author will excuſe a Few, ( and I dare 
fay any body elſe ) for calling Nehemiab's Sanballat the ſame with Foſe- 


' pbus's, provided he will bring him down low enough to fit our Author's 


purpoſe. But what is this to our Auchor's Reaſon, The Difference 
between Chutha and Horonaim? for if the Reaſon why they are not the 
ſame be, becaule they were of diverſe-Countries, that Reaſon 1s all one 
whether they were Contemporartes, or lived at an hundred years di- 
ſtance from each other ; and therefore I do not know the force of what 
follows: But it as not to be allowed one that reckons one hundred years be- 
zen. And why not, I pray, at leaſt as much as a Few, and eſpe- 
cially in . this matter ? for if the difference lie only that the one was a 
Heronite,. and the other a Chuthean, the Miſtake is all one with reſpe& 
to that, whether we reckon one, or one hundred years between : - he 
adds, And takes upon him to corre Jolephus by Chriſtian Chronology. What 
does our Author mean by this? The Fewiſh Chronology he laughs at, 
and Chriſtian Chronology 1s not for the purpoſe. And therefore Fo- 
ſephres, let him ſay what he pleaſe, is not to be corrected at all; and 
this, I ſuppoſe, would ſatisfrte our Author in this point. But then 
by what Chronology does our Author corre& Joſephus ? ( for he corrects 
him too.) And if he pleaſe to tell us by what Chronology he does 
thatz 4t will ſerve my turn well enough, and I will be contented with 
it. But why Chriſtian Chronology? 1s Chronology the worſe for being 
Chriſtian? I am afraid this ſame Chrifian Chronology hath ſome Enmity 
or other with Foſephus, becauſe he breaks all the meaſures of it. Or elle 
our Autber would have allowed at leaſt as much excu/e tor it, as he does 
t0 a Few. However, the Chronology that I uſe the Scripture Ac- 
count, 
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count , and if Foſephas cannot be reconciled to that, I think, with. our 
Author's leave, that may corre Joſephus, let our Author call it Chriftian 
Ehronelogy, or what he pleaſe. * _ 
But there 15 one thing more to be taken notice of, and that is, that 
our Anthor tells us, That ths Story ( meaning the Story of Faddns and 
Alexander) fills up moſt of that wery page (in Ganz ) that our Objefor 
quotes in the Margent, Now 1t 1s true, there is ſomething of the High 
Prieſt's going out to Alexander. But then Foſephas's Story and this do 
ſo much differ, that the Variety 15 one Argument more for the Suſpicion 
of it: Foſephs calls the High Prieſt Faddis, Ganz,, Simeon Fuſs; Fo- 
ſephrs tells us, that upon his adoring the Name of God, and ſaluting the 
High Prieſt, the Kings of Syria and the reſt were aſtoniſhed, and ſcarce- 
ly thought him n his right mind, only Parmenio ask'd him, How he that 
was ador'd by all, ſhould himſelf adore the High Prieſt of the Fews ? 
To whom he anſwered, that he did not adore him, but God, whoſe 
High Prieſt he was. - For, ſays he, I ſaw him in this ſame Habit when 
I was in |Dio in Macedon, who exhorted me, deliberating how I might 
ſubdue A/ia, to be of good Courage, and forthwith lead out my Ar- 
my, for by his Condud& I ſhould gain the Perſian Empire. But Ganz 
tells us, his Captains and Servants admiring ( at his Bowing to the High 
Prieſt ) and indeed being diſpleaſed at it, he ſaid to them, That an An- 
gel, who that night in a Viſion walk'd before him in his Army, was in 
Figure and Form like to that Man. —- Foſephas lays the Fews asked 
ſeveral Prvileges and Immunities of Alexander, andj he granted them: 
Ganz, ſays he ask'd of Simeon Fuſtus, that he would make his Image of 
Gold, and place it in the Temple between the Steps and the Altar; to 
which the High Ptieſt replyed, that 1t was forbid them by God, to make 
any Graven Image, but they would provide for him a better Commemo- 


ration ( wnubouyoy ) wiz, that all the Sons that were born that year, - 


ſhould be called by his Name, Alexander. With which the King was 


well pleaſed. | | 
And now I ſuppoſe the great Diflerence of telling this-Story is'no 


great Credit to. it. And its very remarkable what Yorſtizs ( the Editor p, ,,s: 


of Ganz ) ſays concerning this very Story, He tells us, that Foſippes does 
not tell this Story of Alexander and Simeon the 


fame way ; for he ſays that Alexander medi Þ Sed nihil veri- ſubeſſe huic. fabtlls 


. X x non pduca arguunt, Ne quid jam die 
rating on the Deſtruction of Jeruſalem, an Angel cam, quod altum fit Glentiun! de has 
with a Sword appeared to him, threatening tokill ,, zpud Joſephum genuinum apud 
him, &'c. And then Vorſtizs adds, F But that there Arrianum, & Curtium; qui (ane 
is nothing of Truth in this Fable, there are many. tximiun hoc faftum non preteriiſſent, 

cums ſepins minutiora ſettentur. 
verſa hujus hiſtoriz nartratio vaxitas 


things argue, that I ſay nething of the profound i- 

lence of ths matter, in the genuine Joſephus, Arrian ,, 7. 3: - 
| ter sjue #bique prodit. 

and Curtius, who certainly wonld never have paſſed 
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by ſuch a famous Inſtance, when they often take notice of things of far leſs ma- 
ment. The differing Relation of this Story every way ſhews the Vanity of it. 
I muſt confeſs that I was much ſurpiſed, when I read of the profound 
ſalence of this Story in the , joins Joſephus, &c. and fo, I ſuppoſe, will 
any Man elſe that conſiders the Learning and Care of this Author, 
But- that he did not ſay. this inconfiderately, and out of Negligence or 
Forgetfulneſs, is plain ; for in a few Lines after, and in the very next 
Paragraph, ſpeaking of the Fa& of Sanballazt, and the building the 
Temple in Mount Girizim ( and the place he refers to, is page 60, 61, 
concerning Sanballat building that Temple by the permiſſion of Alexan- 
der, and making his Son-in-law Manaſſes his High Prieſt, he quotes the 
very Book and Chapter where theſe things are now in Foſephrs, and 

plainly ſays, Flavins ( Foſephaus ) has wothing of 


Nibil de bis Flavem in Antiqg. theſe things in the eighth Chapter of the eleventh 
Ub, 11. cap. 8, Ibid. pag. 146. Book of hs Antiquities: which is the very Book and 


Chapter where all theſe things are now extant. 
EL. am not now at leilure to read over the whole Book, but I remember 
ſomewhere he complains of the Corruption of theſe Books of Foſephas 
which are abroad. And if he had another Copy, or ancient Manu. 
{cript, in which this Story is not, it would windicate Foſephies much bet- 
ter than any thing our Author hath ſaid. And if he 5s not, it will be 
very hard ( conſidering the Man ) to give any tolerable Account of 
theſe Paſſages. But let that be as it will, his Argument 1s the ſame, 
and the ſtronger if it be alſo related in another manner by the ge- 
nuine Foſephws; for if the Variety and Diſcrepancy in the Relation 
of a Story be an Argument of the Vanity of it, then the greater Va- 
riety ſtill more confirms it. And Foſephas relating it yet differently, 
ſtrengthens the Inference, that theretore it x but a Fable, and bath no 
Truth m it. And here 1t may not be amiſs to add a Remark of a 
very Learned Author of our own , which comes home to the pur. 
poſe, it is Dr. Lightfoor, who -ſpeaking of this very Story, ſays, The 
Talmudiſts own the Story, but alter the Name, &c. And then adds, Le: 
thoſe tndeavour to reconcile Jolephus with the Talmudiſts, who believe any 
thing of the Story and thing it ſelf. 

And therefore, as an Addition to this, I ſhall yet give a further re- 
markable Inſtance. And that is, that the Samaritans themſelves lay 
claim to this very Story. It 1s to be found in Chronico Samaritano, 
brought over by Dr. Huntington, and by him given to the Univerſity 
Library m Oxford, and which 1s very ancient, and ends about the time 
of Mahomer, I give it according to the Tranilation of the Learned 
Doctor Barnard. 


When 
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* When Alexanderthe Great went through Neapo/z of Samaria into 


e/Egypt, Hezekiah 1n the fifteenth year of his 
High Prieſthood blefſed him, kneeling upon, his 
knees. . The Macedoniass having in his Sleep ſeen 
fuch a Man in Prieſtly Habit, promifting him 
all proſperity in the Perſian War. And therefore 
Alexander gave great Gifts to the High Prieſt, 
and to Samaria, and moreover with this Teſti 
mony, Now I know certainly, that your God 
is greater than all Gods, and alſo Hezekia com- 
poſed ſacred Hymns, and ſung Hoſanna. 

'Andiit 1s yet further to be obſerved from this 
Chronicle, that there is an exa& and particular Suc- 
ceffion of their Schiſmatical © High Prieſts, toge- 


_ * Anno ante Chriſtum, 31, 
Mundi, 4094. 
Altzxandro M. cum per Neapolin $4+ 
marie in e# gyptum conenderet, in 
genua aecumbenti benidixit Hizthia 
pontzficatis ſub.anuo 15, qualem bi- 
minty balit - Sactrdotali per quittem 


nuper viderat Macedo ae Bello Perfico 


proſpera ei omnia pollicentem. Hunc 
trgo antiſtitem &» gtntem Samarita- 
nam donis magnis cumulavit Altzan- 
der item boc Elogio, jam certs novs 
Deum veſtrum Diis cuntizs tfſe ma- 


forem. Item Hexehia bymnos ſacros 


compoſuit, &> Hoſanna. 


ther with the years each of them held that Office, 


and this far higher than the Days of Alexander, and yet no ſuch name _ 


as Manaſſes to be found amongſt them. A particular Account of this 
Chronicon, together with the thing it ſelf, I hope that profoundly Learn- 
ed Man before-mentioned, from whoſe Excerpta I tranſcribe this, will 
one time bleſs the World with. In the mean time, it is not only very 
ancient, but ſeems to be the Work of ſeveral Ages, and a Succeffion of 
publick Memoirs kept up by the Body of the Sichemites, like the many 
continued Chronicles of our Monaſteries, and thoſe of the Chineſes. 
"The laſt known Author is Abulphelacus, who brought it down no lower 
than the year 1492. And ſome things are fo particular, as could hardly 
have been preſerved otherwiſe than by Coxval Obſervations. And 


there are ſeveral particulars of time fo well conne&ed, as that they could 


hardly have been the Inventions of later Ages. The Samaritans are fre- 
quently mentioned in the Roman Hiſtories and Laws, as ſtill in a Body 
in the very place of Sichem even till-the Hegira, So that they had the 
ſame convenience of preſerving their Memoirs as the Fews themſelves, 
excepting what 15 mentioned 1n Scripture. 

Our Author having conſidered the Difficulties in Chronology, and 
which he tells us he hath proved to be none, ( how well let the Reader 
judge ) comes now to confider, the ſeveral Inconſiſtences in the Story it 
ſelf, noted by Salian. To which our Author anſwers, 

That Jeſuit was an Enemy to the wery name of Jolephus for Scaliger's 
ſake. Well! it muſt be confefed, that that is a good Anſwer indeed 
which will ſerve all Purpoſes, Nations, Times and Perſons. The Hea- 
thens they hated the Jews, and the Fewiſh Chronologers hated Foſephas, 
and Satan was an Enemy to his very Name, and who would matter 
what ſuch maiicicns Folks as they ſaid? And if this be not enough to 
lence all Men that ſpeak againſt Fofephws, or queſtion any thing _ 
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he ſays, it is a very hard Caſe. But our Author tells us, He will take 
the Inconſiſtencies as they lie, DE 
The fir is, that Joſephus jaith, the Phenicians and Chaldzans, ho 
followed Alexander, when he came againſt Jeruſalem, thought to have 
plundered the City. Now, ſaith the Obje&or, how. ſhould be have Chal- 
dxans in his Army, when as yet he had not taken Babylon, nor came near 
70 Chaldza. | 
He anſwers, He might have Chaldzans of thoſe whom he had taken at 
Wus, many of whom turned over to Alexander, and ſerved him, as he 
old Darius in his Epiſtle. . For the proof of-this, our Author quotes in 
the Margent, Arrian de Exped. Alex. 2. Now indeed in that Letter 
Alexander tells him, that as many of his ſide who were ſaved at the Bat- 
tel, and. fled over to him, he took care of them, and they fought for 
him willingly. And what then? How many were thele in all? And 
how many of them were Chaldzans? - Certainly not likely to be fo 
many, and to. make ſuch a Figure in Alexander's Army, that their De- 
fires of Booty and Plunder ſhould be particularly taken notice of ; and 
therefore this may ſtill go for an Iconſifency. But our Author does not 
much trouble himſelf with this., but hath found an Inconſiency , 
that the maliciows Salian himſelf never- fo much- thought on, and 
I dare ſay, no body elſe. And it is this, I confeſs I know not why 
theſe Chaldzans ſhould be named together with the Phaenicians, as if theſe 
iwo Nations ſhould be eager for the Spoils of Jeruſalem above all the reſt 
that were in Alexander's Army, there muZ$t be ſome Reaſon for this Eaper- 
neſs in theſe two Nations above others, And our Author afligns two, 
probably either their own eſpecial Gain, or for (ome National Spite againſ# the 
Jews. ( Now 1 always expe&ed that Spire and Malice muſt be one Rea- 
fon.) And accordingly he tells, That for the Phoenicians the firſt of the 
Reaſons is plain, becauſe they had the chief Sea Ports, and the Trade of that 
part of the World : therefore Tyrus ſaid of old, Aha! ſhe z broken, I 
Ezek, 26. ſpall be repleniſhed when ſhe xs laid waſte. And the ſame hope they might 
2 _ * have now again. Yes by all means, when Tyre it ſelf was laid waſte, and 
deſolate but juſt before. Bur (ſays he) wo other Nation could be ſo intent upon 
the Spoils of Jeruſalem but only for ſpite, And that was not to be imagined 
in the Chaldzans, who after ſo long acquaintance as they had with the Jews 
in their Captivity, were kinder to them than any other People, and have con- 
tinued ſo ever ſince. Well, this 1s ſomething however, I am glad to 
hear, the Heathens have had, and ſtill continue ſo much Kindneſs to the 
Jews, I hope hereafter-their Hatred of the Jews will not paſs for a Rea- 
ſon of Omiflion or Silence of any thing that concerns them. But why 
I pray could no other Nation be intent upon the Spoils of Jeralalem but only 
for Spite? Methinks, a little Coverouſneſs, or a Thirſt after:Prey ( a fmall 
Military Virtue ) might have gone tor a Reaſon, it 15 very pleaſant 
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to aſcribe a Soldier's defire of -Plunder to particular Spire, Biut'for all 
that our Author tells us, Of all che Nations that were in Alexander's- 
Army, none in the World ſo-likely as the Samaritans, ' and of them Joſephus 
ſays there were eight thouſand ſent by Sanballat ; - and when Joſephus [peaks 
of t heſe people in anger, he commonly calls them Chuthzi, which 1 ſo near @ 
word to Chaldz1, that 1 cannot forbear offering this as an Emendation of the 
Text; for XAAAAIQN-wrize XOTO AINN. And then there is no 
Inconſiſtency, No truly, nor is there any Inconſiſtency whether we 
write ſo or no; for coyetous' and hungry Soldiers to be eager after the 
Spoils of a City: full of Riches-and Plenty is a great Incon/iZency indeed, 
and for to folve which, there is wonderful need to mend the Text. But 
our Author tells us he could nor -forbear to offer this as an Emendation, 
and for to bring that in, I ſuppoſe, he could: mot forbear' making ſuch 
an Ivconſiſtency as was never heard of before. And it'is a-Queſtion, 
whether he tound out the Inconſiftency for the fake of the Emendation, 
or mended the Text for the ſake of 'the Incen/ifency. 


The next thing ( he lays) might wery well have been ſpared; for there P. 16. 


wo Incomſiſtency in it, that the Jews, when they had found favour” with A- 
lexander, ſhould ask. the like favour for their Brethren that were in Baby- 
lon ayd Media. The Reaſon of this. Inconſiſtency is, for that Alexan- 
der at that time had not conquered Babylon, nor Media, nor ſo muchas 
been at themg,Our Author anſwers: Theſe Countries , tho Alexander 
had not yet conquered, yet it could not be doubted they would be ſhortly nn 
his Hands. 1 ſuppoſe becauſe the Events of War are fo abſolutely certain, 
that 'ris eafie for any Man to know them. © And there 1s no Incon- 
fiſtency at all for Men uncondionally to ask , and another uncon- 
ditionally to promiſe, which is not in his power, and which depends 
upon a- future Contingency. Darizs was not. in ſo deſpicable a Con- 
dition,, but had not only the greateſt part of his Empire in his Hands, 
but an Army to back him, and which 1n number was ſuperior to A- 
lexanders. And neither Alexander himſelf, nor the Fews, nor any 
Man elſe ( humanly ſpeaking ) could be certain of the Vi#ory; and for 
People to ask, and a Prince to grant Liberties and Immunities to the 
Inhabitants of a Countrey, which is to be Rog for., / 15 indeed 
bur ſuch an Inconfiſtency as to divide the Spoils before the Battel. is 
fought- Which, it ſeems, is nothing at all with our Author ; for he 
adds, They are much to ſeek for faults, that can find them in ſuch a clear 
Paſſage as this» And truly they are much to ſeek for Anſwers, that can 
find no better to reconcile them, - However, our Author adds, 


But ſuch another 1 that which next follows, that the Army was aſ#0- p, 1s, 


niſhd to ſee Alexander to worſhip Jaddus. Well they might, tho it was but 
a Civil Worſhip, 8c: But our Author knowing the Force of the Ob- 
jection did not lic in that, adds, 


{ But 
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C62 ) 

But the fault ic, that Joſephus ſhould put it into Parmenio's mouth: to 
8k Alexander,. wherefars be ſhould adore: another, that was himſelf adored 
by all, It # adjudged by Sahan and the 'Objefor» an Inconſiftency, to ſay that 
Alexander was. adared,..er that he believed himſelf the' Son of Jupiter be- 
fare bas coming. into: Egypt: fc The Summ»of the Anſwer is : That A- 
derationwas paid to. Eeſters: Princes that did not - believe themſelves the Sons 

| of Jupiter, that this was nat. confind 'to Crown'd Heads 5 for Jojephus tells 
Antiq.1.xi. 2s of Haman #be. King's. Favourite, that he had adovation paid him, that 
6. the : Mother of Daxius: recejued Alexander with that Ceremony, only” ſhe mi- 
Plut, in A- /fock,, and- paid: it, 16 Epheſtion;:: 4nd 'it 25 mot ſaid, that be refuſed to be 
lex, treated with-that,, Ceremony. And: the-Canclafion 1s,: That be did ſuffer 
himſelf to be adored, even before his going into Egypt: And therefore 'what 
Joſephus frells as of Parmenio's ſaying theſe words, might be true, for ought 
we know, however he might | have ſaid them without any Inconſiſtency. 
In anſwer to this, I hall grant our: Author, That Adoration was paid to 
the Eaſtern Princes, and-iparticulayto:the:Kings of Perſia.” And I ſ{up- 


OTIS ay 


is poſe our Author-will grant, : that 1c was mnot- the Cuſtom to! pay Adora- 
| tion to the Weſtern Princes, nor in particular tothe Kings of Macedon. 
}; And ſuppoſe that Darixs's Mother, and the Perſian Captives, treated 
f: Alexander with the; fame Ceremony they did the Perſian Kings, what is 
| that. to «l, or to. Advration in general,” being paid to him. - For'ic is 
? plain; that Alexander: had not then: raken up the Per/iaps Manners! and 


Cuſtoms ; and 'tis as-plain; that the Macedonians and Grecians mortally 

hated not only thoſe: Cuſtoms, but this in'particulart. And when a long 

time after 4lexander inſiſted on it, they: could never be-brought to pay 

Arian,1.4, © Pim And we have. a memorable Inſtance.of this recorded __ 
Curtis 1, 2nd Corte, when fome. time after the'death'of Darixe, * Alexanderthad a 
8, mind to be adord, according'to the Cuſtom of the Perſian Kings; and 
the better to draw the Greczars to' it, :he laid a Deſign, and made an En- 
tertainment for that purpoſe, to which among others, the Princes of Ma- 

cedon and Greece were called. And as the Hiſtorian tells us, it was a- 

greed between Alexander and the Sophifters, and the great Men of Per. 

fe and Media that were about Alexauder,” that whilſt they were at their 

Cups, a Diſcourſe of: this Matter ſhonld purpoſely be ſet on foot, and 
accordihgly Anaxarchus makes a let Speech about itz and thoſe that were 

privy to the Secret, commended it ; but the Macedonians, dilprovins it, 

held their peace, till at length CaliFhenes, with a grave and ſharp Spzcch 

refutes it, which indeed nettled "Mexander, but was: very grateful to the 

Greeks, And when afterwards it came to ation, and when Alexander 

had ſent ſome-to mind them of what was 'expeRed 'from' them, the 

Perſians every one 1n their order adored him; but for the Greeks, Leona- 

*75 mock'd them, and none of the reſt could be prevaiied upon to per- 

form it. And now it is not very likely, .that ſuch a Saying ſhould come 
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out of *'a Maredonian's Mouth, and 'Parminio, who perfetly hated * 
ſhould tell Alexander, that he was adored by all: rg prey Men | 


the'Objetion turns ) it is:evident enough, that Alexander never required it, 
till ome years after che;time of afligning this Story:” + And' among all 
- Hiſtorians. it 1s reckoned-as'a..great :Inftance of 'the” Corruption of his 
Virtue, and which was moſt ungrateful to his Countreymen.. And it 
is very. conſiſtent indeed, for-an Officer to tell his Prince that he was 
adored by all, when he was not. adored by. the greateſt part, perhaps by 


none at all of his whole': Army, and” which was very odions'to them, 


and as far as appears, never ſo-much as thought of by the Prince him- 
ſelf. _ And thereforeialtho. ſome of: ithe Perfians' might treat him with 
the ſame Ceremony they: did their own Kings; yet it is plain enough, 
that he did not receiye it, at leaſt not ncratly » for if he had there'is 
all.the reaſon in the world to believe, that it would have been as ungrate- 
ful. to-.his Army, and bred him ' as much ' miſchief 'as it did afterwards, 
nay rather more,:1n that he: ſhould-fo early aſſume the Perſian Cuſtoms, 
and eſpecially, which they abominated: moſt-of all, tobe adored or ſalu- 
ted by proftration.” : And I will leave 1it'to ahy Man who knows the 
Story, whether it be poſlible for him to believe tt, And therefore not- 
withſtanding what our Author hath ſaid, here is a double Incon/ifency. 
(1. ) That ut, was faid by Parmerio, who hated the thing. And (2.) 


Thatit wp atoalk 702571201 oY 
But beſides theſe :{#conſetencies, I ſhall crave'our Author's leave to add 
three more, and which in" my:opinion; are more conſiderable*thanthofe 
noted by Salas. 7-204 | | | 
1 « Foſephus tells us, thatupor ſeeing the High Prieſt in ſuch Veſtments, 
Hlexanger told Parmenio,, that he did;not adore the High - Prieſt, but 


God : For, ſays he; law him before''in this fame Habit, when T was 


at Dio, who, when I was dehberating-how to ſubdue 4/2, exhorted me 
to be of good Courage, .&c.:torby his Condut and Guidance, T ſhould 
obtain (the Perſian Empire. Wherefore, ſo ſoon as I ſaw this Habit, 
and being: mindtu] of the Viſion, which moved me tg this Expedition, 


[ believe L-did not lead my. Army againſt Darizs' withont God, and that |; 
I ſhall have the V1ory according to my delire. - And "afterwards Foſe-. 


phus faith, that he went up into the Temple, and ſacrificed ty God, 
according to the Prieſts Direction. And further, ſhewing himthe Book 
of. Daniel, wherein it is prophefied, That one of Greece ſhould vatiquiſh 
the Perſians, whnch he interpreted to be himfelf.- He being overjoyed, 
diſpuſſed the Multitude: This is the State of this 'Matter in F--/wo 
And, now. let us ſee. whether Alexander's Pradtice be not as dire#t a 'Con- 
tradicgion to this as is poffible. * Now the time- Foſephs faſtens this Story, 
is after the Siege of Gaza ; andit 1s plain, that ſoon after Alexander went 
by tedious and dangerous Marches _ Sands and Defarts to the Ofacle 
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of Fupiter Hammon,.and there own'd himſelf to be his Son, conſulted the 
Oracle whether: he ſhould be Governor of the World,*&c. . Now- put 
cheſs together, at Feruſalem Alexander meets with a miraculous Acci- 
dent,.and which wonderfully affe&s him. : And from thence (and if it 
were true,. there was all the reaſon in the World for it) concludes, that 
the, God of the Fews moved-him to the Expedition, and that under his 
Condud he ſhould gain the Perſian Empire, and this further confirm'd by 
a-Prophecy he found there, and yet immediately with a ſtrange eagernels to 
hunt after other Gods, and to expoſe himſelf and his Army to: find 
them, and ſo ſoon as he: comes there to.own himſelf a Son, and co pur 
himſelf under their Conduct. This, I think, ( all things conſidered ) is 
as unaccountable as any thing in the whole Stoly.' And that which yer 
further confirms it, is that upon his return from the Temple of Fupiter 
Hammon, when he came back to Semaria and Tyre, and there again ſacri- 
ficed to Hercules, that he ſhould not make one ſtep to Feruſalem, and 
repeat his Sacrifice to that God. whom he own'd ( and if the Story be 
true, it 1s 1mpolfible he ſhould do otherwiſe ) to be the Mover, and un- 
der whoſe Condudt he expected the Succeſs of his Expedition. And' I 
believe any Man, that fairly conſiders all Circumſtances, will | find it 
very difficult to give any equal Account of this, and eſpecially con- 
fidering the Temper of Alexander, who, whatever. his Religion was, lo- 
ved Empire and Victory well enough, as! not. to. boofuring in any 
thing that he thought might conduce thereto. And: thole aſtoniſhing 
Circumſtances at Feruſalem (if true ) muſt have made a mighty Im- 
prefſion on his mind, and the Temple of Feruſalem would have been 
much more in his thoughts than” either that of Fupiter in e/£gypr, or of 
Hercules at Tyre. And he that ſpent ſo many days through a ſandy De- 
fart to the Oracle of Hammon, would not have negle&ed Feruſalem upon 
his return, nor have omitted to ſacrifice there, when he was diligent e- 
noughtodo it to Hercules at Tyre, tho he had ſacrificed to him likewiſe 
when he was there before. And the truth 1s, the Account of this mat- 
ter in the Samaritan Chronicle ( before mentioned) 1s far more con- 
fiſtene than the Account in Foſephms; for there it is ſaid expreſly among 
other things, that Alexander returning from Fgypt through Samaria, wor- 


4095. ſhiped God on Mount Girizim. | 


2. Another Incon/ifency is, That Foſephas tells us, that the Temple on 
Mount Girizim was buile by Sanballst, by leave obtained from Alexander. 
Now as Foſephus ſays Sanballat revolted to Alexander, upon his beginning 
the Siege of Tyre, which was ſo grateful to him, that he bid him ask 
what he would, and he asks him to build this Temple. Now according 
to Joſephus, the Siege of Tyre laſted ſeven Months, and the Siege of 
Gaza two Months, in al! nine Months; and from thence Alexander comes 
to Feruſalem, Now in this ſame Chapter Fo/ephns tells us, that the Sa- 

marit ans 
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maritans met Alexander almoſt at Feruſalem upon his going from 
thence, and taking the Soldiers of Sarballat with them, beſought him'that 


he would viſit their City, and honour- their Temple with his preſence. 


Then it ſeems their Temple was built when Alexander went from Ferufi 
lem, that is to ſay, it was built in nine Months, after leave obtained for 
the building it. And yet Foſephas tells us over and over, that this 
Temple was built afrer the manner of the Temple at Feruſalem, which 
notwithſtanding all the aſfiſtance and encouragement from the Kings 
of Perſia was building as many years. And I will-leave it with our Au- 
thor, or any Manelſe, to make it credible, that ſuch a Temple could be 
buile in nine Months, eſpecially. when Sanbalar and his Soldiers, were 
all that time attending 1n the actual Service of Alexander. And this I 
muſt leave for another Inconſitency till our Author reconcile it. But 
that which 1s yet more conſiderable, is 

3. That this wonderful Viſion ſhould never be heard of before that  Cri- 
tical Time, to do the: Fews fuch mighty Service. As Foſephas tells the 
Story, Alexander had'thisViſtoniat Dio fore years before, when he was but 
deliberating on the Perſian Expedition, and which mightily encouraged him 
to undertake it: And how came Alexander to conceal it all this while ? 
This certainly had been very good Dodtrine to his Army, and would 
have done him ſervice, if he could have made them belive it, whether ic 
were true or no. How full are Hiſtories not only of Heathen, but even 
of Chriſtian Princes, who have invented a Divine Conduit and Impulſe, 
and induſtriouſly ſpread it abroad, to juſtifietheir Cauſe, and to animate 
their Followers. Alas! a Little Creeping Manuſcript ( tho never ſo fool- 
iſh ) cannot eſcape the having 73 @&w affixed to it. And Pll warrant 
you, Alexander having ſo fair and juſt an opportunity to magnifie himſelf, 
and encourage his Soldiers, would lock: it up as. a Secret, and never 
make any uſe of it. Let any Man, who conſiders the temper and am- 
bition of Alexander, and even human nature itſelf, and the univerſal Ex- 
perience of Mankind, believe this if he can. The /V:/ion, as Foſephas re- 
preſents it, was equally frange, and gloriows, and of which he had no. 
former Idea , for he could not frame to himſelf any Conception of the 
Fewiſh High Prieſt in his Sacerdotal Attire, by any thing he' had ſeen 
before. And according to the Story he did not, ( for.then when he is 
ſuppoſed actually to have ſeen it, the fight would not have been ſo a- 
ſtoniſhing and affe&ing ) and ſo conſequently, and eſpecially conſider- 
ing Heatheniſh Superſtition, he could not conclude otherwiſe, than. that 
it was from God ; and Foſephas tells us, that he did ſo: and yet to fay 
not one word of 1t, nor = any advantage of it, is certainly one of 
the ſtrangeſt things in the world. But inſtead of that we hear no more 
of it, neither before, nor after ; his ſubſequent Progreſs is as much a. 


ſtranger to it, as his former, and certainly, had he. forgot it, ( which , 
| no 


a et oY 
Pg En x0 


nes” © 
at ao 4 ones ib 


RIES p08 
: —— « T "Rx 

* Wk LO TL IG Cages a he. 
Frey ; 


Gn ae} SOS Jo ” " bs 


% I 


* +%F % = _—_ pa 

SI3F A Ea 3 th. 5-3 + Fe th - 
- ER Bate © ef Es bi 
TY A. 4 CO TE OO TIO 


(66). 
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not'very likely ) yet when it was revived by ſuch an extraordinary Oc- 


currence, it Would have been no-inconfiderable Topick to have hearten- 
ed himſelf and his Soldiers: and I challenge any Man to believe that 4- 
Jexander would have negle&ed it. Bur for al} that, there is a profound 
lence in this matter, even to:'the end of his Life, and 'tho we hear of 


"Fupiter Hammon and Hercules, andthe Gods of the Nations, ' yet there 1s not 


one ſingle word of the God of the Fews, nor of thoſe Viſionary Encou- 
ragements and Promiſes of Succeſs. It ſaved the Fews indeed (' as Foſephur 
tells us) and got them Honour, Prwileges and Immunities, and there 1s 
the beginning and end of it ; but for Alexander he made no manner of 
uſe of it. And in plain Terms, this Story-ſeems calculated only for the 
Meridian of Feruſalem, and the Service of the Fews, which plainly denotes 
it to be a Fewiſh Fable. And (to ſay no more ) ſuch things were but 
too common among the Fews in the'Age foregoing Toſephas, and fre- 
quent among the He#eni/t: of thoſe times; as 15 evident from the Book of 
Tobit, Fudith; the | Prophecy®'of Exch, the. Afſumption' of Moſes , the 
Prophecy of Eldad and Medad in Hermss's Paſtor; and many more. And 
what if ſuch a Legendary Tale ſhould ' paſs traditionally 1n' Foſephar's 
time, and he take it up, and inſert it in- his Hiſtory* for a truth, tho it 
hath no other Foundation than the Figments and Fancies of thoſe Helle- 
"ſts, and Foſephus himſelf gives us no Author+for this. ' And I think this 
A kia Vindication of of epbius than - ary thing our Author hath: ſaid 
or mM. Ss ; % , Bs. ; 

The Truth is, -this whole Story ſeems like other Fictions, to be ground- 
ed on falſe Reaſonings an true: Hiſtory, like | the Hiſtory of S George 
and the Dragon, which of an original Tratli is made a meer Legend and 
Romance. There was fuch a Man as S. George, and there were ſuch per- 


ſons as Sanballat, Faddus and Alexander : and a little Helleniſtical Fancy 


( of which that Age was full ) might eaſily jumble them together, and 
confound differing times, to: frame a Romantick Story, that never had 
any real being. And what wonder 1s it, if Foſephus took a Story upon 
truſt which made for the Honour of his Nation, and was already invent- 
je his Hands? And it is plain enough, that ( whatever our Author 
does ) Foſephis himſelf gave no ſich great credit-to it ; for in his Book 
againſt 4ppion,' which was purpoſely writ to” windicate his Antiquities, 
wherein, with great Pains'and Learning he hath endeavoured - to con- 
firm the Antiquity and Honour of his Nation from the Teſtimony 
of Foreigners.” And yet he has not one word of 7h glorious Teſti- 
mony of Alexander, which notwithſtanding his Argument and Method 
directly led him to, and was as fit"(at” leaft) for his purpoſe as any 
thing he hath aid, 'and which he could not reaſonably pretermit 


Ul _—_ without injury to his Cauſe, if he had believed it unexceptionable, and 
"FF + 


not liable to Obje&tion. He plainly and copiouſly ſpeaks of gpens a: 
kindneſs 
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kindneſs ' to the Fews 'at Alexandria ,, and- of - the great Privileges he. 


granted them, when he placed them there,*but nor the leaſt intimation 
of his Acknowledgment and Adoracion-ef Taddrs, and at. foom alem, 
and the mighty things he there did for them, 'which: certainly had been a 


7 4 


far greater Teſtimony, and more to his' purpoſe: * He tells*ns (upon ,;;; 


-, 


the ſame defign ) that Prolomy Emergetes, upon the Conqueſt of Syria, 
that be did 7ot ſacrifice to the Agyptian Gods, but coming to. Jeruſalem Fox 
ſacrificed to God according io the Cuſtom of the Jews. But there 1s not one 
word of Alexander's nor, © there, nor the leaſt mention of thoſe 'mi- 
raculous Circumſtances which attended it,” which notwithſtanding is 


many degrees a fairer inſtance to prove the- Honour of his Nation, and the=* 


Repuration of his Religion, than the bare a& of Ptolemy's facrificing. 
Foſephirs wanted neither” Skill nor Eloquence to*'amplifie and roll 
every thing that was for his advantage: and *tis plain enough to a Man 
bur of an ordinaly Talent, how ſuitable this was to his Defign, and 
what great Advantages might have been made of it to prove his point. 
And I ſhall leave it with our Author, or any Man elle, to give any other 
reaſon of his ral omiſſion and ſilence, of what was ſo exceedingly cogent 
and pertinent to his purpoſe, (and eſpecially conſidering his mentioning 
of Alexander and his. kindneſs, and the ſacrificing of another Prince ac 
Feruſalem, as inſtances of Honour done to his Nation )- but that it was, 
that ( tho heinſerted this Story in his Hiſtory ) yet he durſt nor infiſt upon 
it, when ths Matter came to Argument and Diſpute. There is a great 
Difference between bare Narratives and cloſe Diſputes: and tho Foſephus 
might take the Story, perhaps as he found it, FR when he came to de- 
bate the matter, he een let it ſhift far 1t ſelf as well as it could, and 


never ſo much as alledged it, or vindicated 1t, But hath left that Honour 


to his Vindicator. : | | 

. I now proceed to our Author, who after having ſaid, That bs An- 
{fwers to thelaſt Inconſiſtences of Salian before-mentioned, are ſo plain, 
that he cannot think how it came to paſs, that I did net ſee them, ( and yet 
I profeſs, as plain as they are, I cannot /ee them now , nor, I doubt, 
the Reader neither ) bur he gives a Reaſon, Except Jolephus had offended 
bim ſo much, that he was tco greedy of Objections againſt him, that be did 


mot regard what might be {aid in his Vindication. Now as to Offence, I. 


muſt ſay, that neicher Joſephs, nor our Author have offended me ; and as 
to his Vmdication, , 1 did not before regard what our Author would ſay, 
but 1t. was becauſe I did not know 1t;z bur, I hope, by this cime,. our 
Author will be ſatified, that I have regarded it. | 

He adds, In this augry Humour, he runs on in the next Page, and there be 
calls in Calviſius to be bs Second. Well! I thought ſuch a Second as Cal- 
viſus in point of Chrot:ology might have been pretty well; but it ſeems 
L am miſtaken ; for our Author telis us, ſe 
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He could not have found a fitter man to. take his part ; for be bad a quar- 
rel of hs own againſt Joſephus for writing \{uch things, as would not conſiſt 
with bis Chronology. Onee again we: have got this univerſal Anſwer, 
that ſtops all Gaps, and fits all purpoſes ; I wonder which way 1 ſhould 
find a Man for our Author's turn, I have named to him, Heathens, Fews, 
Feſuits and Chriſtians; and yet none of them will go down with him : and 
I know not how to fatisfie our Author, except I could bring a Man 
that in all points agreed with Feſephas, and where is luch an Author 
to be found; For my part I know of none ſuch; and I am ſure the 
Vindicator of Foſephas is not ſuch a one, who writes things as inconſiſtent 
with Foſephas as Calviſizs himſelf; and fo for any thing I can fee our 
Author's Exception lies againſt all Mankind, and againſt himſelf. And 
Salian, Calwviſius, yea, and the Vindicator too, have @ quarrel of their own 
aveinſt Joſephus for writing ſuch things as would not conſift with their Chro- 
ology. And therefore with our Author's good leave, he is every way as 
fit for my turn as Calviſius himſelf. And if it would fave our Author the 
trouble of making ſuch hard Refletions on the above-mentioned Wri- 
ters, I am contented to venture my Argument that follows en our Au- 
thor's Account, and difference from Foſephus. And I am miſtaken, if 
it does not as ſtrongly conclude from what our Author himſelf ſays, as 
from what Calvifius ſays, or any other quarrelſome Chronologer 'r pf 
all. And this will appear preſently. In the mean time, with reſpe& to 
Calviſius, our Author tells us, This was Scaliger's Fault, who bad cramped 
that part of Calviſius's Chronology, by beginning Damiel's ſeventy weeks in 
Darius. Nothus's. And in conſequence of that Nehemiah's Artaxerxes muſt 
be Mnemon, nt Longimanus, and the Darius be mentions not Nothus, but 
Codomanus. And if Nehemiah /iv'd to Codomanus's time, ſo might his 
Sanballat as well, And then why ſhould not the High Prieſt be Manaſles, 
the ſame that is mentioned in Joſephus? And this both Scaliger and Cal- 
vitus are for ; and the Objefor, if he pleaſed, might have quoted them fows 
theſe things. Right, and I did ſo; and a good part of what concerns 
the Caſe of Faddus is ſpent in contuting it. And it is very pleaſant for 
our Author to tell me, I might have quoted them, And what follows 1s 
of the ſame ſtamp. But then his Arithmetick would have been of no vſe, 


for Sanballat's one hundred forty years would have been but eighty, Maniſles 


Anſw.p.7 


*might have been a young man, and Jaddus of middle Age. Right again, and 
therefore I particularly examined that Account, and I think plainly - 


ſhewed the miſtake of it. But then what does our Author mean by tel- 
ling me, I might, if T had pleaſed, have quored them for theſe things, 
when I not only quored them, but ſhewed the miſtake of theſe wery 
things. But this is the fruit of disjointing a Diſcourſe, and arguing a- 
gainſt Scraps and Parcels, without conſidering either the intire Diſ- 


courſe, or the Coherence, Our Author skipping over two paits of the 
Diſcourſe, 
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Diſcourſe, finds that T had there quoted Calvifus, and preſently concludes, 
I had not quoted him before, tho I had but T Grogoing Leaf ( which 
perhaps our Author never look'd on) not only particularly mention'd 
cheſe very things, but fully examin'd them, and it takes up almoſt a third 
part of the whole. - Well.! But our Author tells us, Thoſe two learned Mes 
were ſo far from ſeeing” any difficulty in the Story 6 Jaddus, as Joſephus 
cells it, that they take it for unqueſtionable Hiſtor nd ſo- they do, and 
that is one reaſon why they are both ſo miſtaken in their Chronology : 
{or they place Nehemiah's going up to Feruſalem in the Reign of Mnemon 
and not Longimanus, and particularly obje& the Age of Saxballat to the 
contrary Opinion, and therefore if Nebemiab (which is our Authors ac- 
count as well as mine) went up to Zeruſalem in the Reign of Longimanus, 
Sanballat according to theſe two learned Men, at the time of Alexan- 


der's taking of Tyre, muſt have been above one hundred forty five years. 


old, And our Author alſo if he pleaſed might have quoted them for theſe 
things. But then our Author asks, Why then does the Objefor bring in 
Calviſius as if he were on his ſide in this Argument ? But he anſwers it him: 
ſelf, He will ſay He doth not, here # no mention of Jaddus. Very well, but 


here are hard Cenſures on Jolephus, which being brought in in this place tho 


they do not belong to it, may ſerve as well as if they did : Tho Calviſius in- 
tended them for things wherein Jolephus differ d from him, yet the Reader 
may apply them to that Story wherein he agreed with him, 

Now here we have an inſtance of our Authors dexterity in turning 
off an Argument, which I preſume he could not fairly anſwer. The 


place he refers to 1s a ores Inference or Argument, I drawed from Anſw. p. 
the whole. The ſum of which is : That a Story clogg'd with ſuch Difficul- **+ 


ties cannot be drawn into Argument in reference to Prat}ice; and to confirm 


this I quoted Calviſizs, who gives us this account of Fojephrs, and his Calv. p. 
Hiſtory of theſe Times. They thar reſ# upon the Authority of Jolephus ſtand 145+ 


upon a wery ſlippery and weak foundation; and farther adds, When Joſe- 
phus # ſo much out concerning theſe Times, who can \afely give Credit to 
what he aſſerts. Theſe are what our Author calls hard Cenſures. But the 
Queſtion 15, whether they be true or no; if not , why did not our Author 
diſprove them? but inſtead of that he calls them hard, bur neither an- 
ſwers, nor yet ſo much as mentions them, and yet my Argument is 
plainly drawn from them. But there was ſome realon {or this, for what- 
{vever he had ſaid upon this general Inference would have turned home 
upon him. And therefore it was far better to run over it with general 
Reflections, or to obſcure it, than to come cloſe to it, and fairly exa- 
mine it. Our Author cannot deny but Foſephns was out in the Hiſtory of 
theſe Times, or if he did, his own account contutes him $ and then from 
theſe Premiiles 1 would fain know why Calviſius's Conclufion does not 


follow, who can lately rely on what he aſſerts concerning thels Ts 
that 
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that is to ſay, this Concluſion follows as naturally from our Author as from 
Calviſizs, tho he does not ſay ſo in ſo many words, And here I ſhall 
make good my word, and ſhew that our Author\ fits my turn as well as 
Calvifixs or any other Chronologer. For according to our Authors own 


account contradictory to Foſephzs's ( as appears before ) it is plain, Foſe- 
phs's Authority 1s not to be rely'd on concerning the Hiſtory of thoſe 


Times; And this Story of Faddas and Sanballat ſtands purely on the 


Authority of Foſephas, and in a manner contrary to much better Autho. 
rity. However, if that Authority-in matters ne! Ao cj co thole Times, be 
not ſufficient to berely'd on, then the Story of adds ſtanding upon that 
Authority 1s not to be rely'd on, nor to be drawn into Argument. And 
therefore *cis mere Sophiſtry what our Author ſays with reſpe& to Calvi- 
fixs, ( and which he may alſo ſay with reſpe& to himſelf) That Calvilius 
intended them in things wherein Jolephus differed from bim, for the Con- 
clufion is general; And if Foſephws's Authority is not to be rely'd on in 
things wherein he differs from Calviſius and our Author: I would fain 
know why his Authority ( which 1s the only Queſtion ) is to be rely'd on 
in things-wherein he agrees with them. The Agreement or diſagree- 
ment with our Author, or with Calvifixs makes no difference in the Au- 
thority of Foſephns. And therefore I conclude from our Author as well as 
from Calviſzs that the Authority of Foſephxs in the Hiſtory of thoſe 
Times is not to be rely'd on, and before our Author can dilprove ic I 
doubt he muſt alter his Chronological Scheme; and if he does that, he 
will be as hard put to it to Vindicate Foſephus on the other hand. 

And this is General, and the Inference reaches to what account 
other Chronologers give of thoſe times, as well as Calviſius and our Au- 
thor; for ( as far as I know )) excepting Veſſius, there is not one lingle 
Chronologer,or Hiſtorian that agrees with Foſephus in his account of thol: 
times. The Author told me betore, that I brought all Chronologers on my 
fide againſt Joſephus. But that 15 his miſtake ; I brought them indeed a- 
gainft Joſephus, which makes my Argument good againſt his Authority. 
But he tells me, 1 ſhould have excepted all the beſt both Antient and Modern, 


and particularly the excellent Primate; but by his favour I will neither ex- | 


cept the Primate, nor any other fince thoſe times but Yeſſius, and I am 
ſure the Primate differs from Foſephnus as much as Calviſius tho not in the 
ſame inſtances, and I defire our Author among thoſe many numerous 
and learned Authors, who have confider'd the Perſian Monarchy and the | 
affairs of the Fews contemporary therewith, to name one that agrees 
with Foſephus if he can. Any mortal man that reads the whole account 
Foſephus gives us of the Perſian Monarchy ( if he was not acquainted 
with other Hiſtories .) could not otherwiſe than believe, that from the 
time of releaſing the Captivity to Alexander, there were but five Kings of | 
Perſia or 11x at the moſt, whereas in truth there were twelve or yr es , 
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I know Vous, to take off the edg of this, ſays, 


That Joſephus prudently cyrony, 


omitted thoſe Kings of Perſia with whom the Jews bad ns matter of” concern, (acc, 
for that He wrote the Hiſtory of the Jews, not of the Perſians. Which is a p. 150. 


ſtrange Reaſon from ſo learned a man; as if Te Fews had noconcern al- 
ways with their Principal and Supreme Governours, upon whom they 
did immediately depend; and by whoſe Authority all their affairs were 
manag'd; or as if the very names of their Supreme Governours were not 
ſufficient matter for Hiſtory; or further, as if, during the Reigns of ſo ma- 
ny ſeveral Kings for the ſpace alcogether of 139 years, there was no- 
thing remarkable in Jude and fit for an Hiſtorian to take notice of. Tris 
plain enough theretore, either that Foſephus was very negligent in.tranſ 
mitting the Hiſtory of thoſe times, or that the Records oo. memory of 
them were loſt, and he was left to mere Conjecture and Opinion. Et- 
ther of which makes good the Concluſion, that his Authoruy with: re- 
ſpect to thoſe times 1s not ſufficient to be relyd on. And it is plain e- 
nough, that no man beſides Yoſſius believes him, or relies upon his Autho- 
rity, in his account of thoſe times. And I wonder why Foſephus's Au- 
thority 15 betrer in the Story of Faddws, than inother matters relating ta 
thoſe times. Suppoſe a man pretending to write a Hiſtory of England, 
and to give account of the Original, Antiquities, and affairs of the Britiſh 
Nation, and coming to conſider the Norman Conqueſt, ſhould leave out 
one third part of the Kings, and neicher name them, nor anything at all 
done in their times, and yet write as if he gave the whole Hiſtory. I 
wonder whether any man would take a ſingle Story relating to thoſe 
times, only upon his Credit; and eſpecially if 1t was a Cale of Conſcience, 
and concern'd Practiſe, which 1s plainly the Caſe. A 
By this time I ſuppoſe our Author may be ſatisfied, that He was a little 
too haſty in charging me with »ſizctrity, for not quoting what makes. a- 
gainſt me in my own Authors, For I did not quote thele Authors for their o- 
pinion of this Story,but for the general judgment they give of Joſephus aud 
his Hiſtory of thoſe times, and which judgment of theirs 15 certainly true, and 
our Author cannot deny it, without denying alſo the foundation of his Vin= 
dication, which makes good my Inference, what opinion ſoeyer they might 
have of that Story. And asour Author ſays ( and which he intends for 
an anſwer) i will ſerve as well for that purpoſe ; and tho Calviſus - 
rended them for things wherein Joſephus differs from him, yet the Reader may 
apply them ( and honeſtly too, for they are as applicable) 7 that Story 
wherein he agreed with him. 


But after all, what does our Axthor ſay to two other famous Chrono- 


logers, whom I had mention'd, who do not only give the ſame account 

of Foſephns, but come home to the very Story, and plainly intimate their 

ſuſpition of 1t, to ſay no more. And thoſe are our Lydiat and Tempora- , -_ 

ris whoſe words I had at large Tos, 98 becauls our Author _—_— Page Io, 
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De Ewing, fake any notice of them, T muſt be forc'd to repeat them. ” Lydiat ſpeak- 


ing of Sanballat, faith, either this was another from him who was Father- 
in-law toone- of the Sons of Tiada,whom Nevemiah mentions, (and by the 
way Lydiat never thought of our Authors difference between the Horonite and 
Chulhzan) or elſe Foſephas is equally falſe, and contrary to himſelf in 
determining the Age in which Sanballat lived, as hz 1s in almoſt all the 
Chronology of the Perſian Monarchy. And Fohannes Temporarins is yet 
more full. And after having prov'd the Inconſfiſtency by Chrono- 
logy ſays --- It 1sneceſlary that the Sanbalat and Faddrs, in the Hiſtory 
of Fofephas, either they are diverſe from them whom Ezra mentions, or, 
which” I rather ſuſpe&, they are_ the moſt vain Fictions of Foſephus him- 
ſelf concerning Faddws and Sanballat. Now here we have two very 
learned and conſiderable Authors, and both of them as great and skilful 
in Chronology as perhaps any Age hath had who not only deliver the 
ſame account of Foſephxs, but make the ſame Inference of the ſu/piciou/- 
neſ; of this Story ; The one with reſpe& to Sanballat, and the other with 
reſpe& bothto Jaddes and Sanballat : and that which makes their Teſti- 
mony yet more conſiderable 1s, ( as I ſaid ) that they were not at all con- 
cernd in the preſent Controverſie, and conſequently couid have no byaſs on 
their Judgments on that account. And what did our Author ſay to all this ? 
Why truly not one fingle word, nor ſo much as vouchſafe them the leaſt 
notice. I fanſite our Author ſuſpe&ed his Anſwer world not hold out any 
longer, and hatred and malice, and particular quarrel had quite ſpent 1t 
ſelf on the Heathens and Fews on Salian and Calviſiz, and having not a- 
nother ready, or perhaps not knowing how to fit that fine Character to 
Lydiat and Temporarizs, He &en let them alone, and has nothing to ſay 
to them, tho if I 'maſtake not their. Cenſures are as bard on Foſephas as 
Calviſizs or any man elſe : and my quotations out of them come home to 
the very Caſe. He tells me, before, I call'd in Calviſius ro be my Second, 
and that Icould not have found a fitter man to take my part; and yet there 
were two others almoſt in the ſame place, and neither of them 'infe- 
riour to Calviſias, who are much' more fit for my purpoſe, and yer our 
Author (I ſuppoſe, becauſe he.could not prove any malice upon them ) 
has not one word to ſay to them, tho at the ſame time he charges me with 
Swſpition of Inſincerity for omitting thoſe words that make againſt me in my 
own Authors, But if it be an argument of In/mcerity in me to omit words 
that make againſt me, I pray what 1s it to omit two intire quotations that 

make againſt him? | 
Our Author now comes to the Convocation Book, and begins, If our 
Anthor dealt candidly in this (i. e. the quotation out of Calviſius and the 
inference from it ) He doth not ſo always. We have a great inſtance of the 
eontrary in bis ſhuffling and cutting with the Convocation Book, Well ! To 
Thuffle and ens which the Convocation Book, is not fairly done 3 nor yet 
is 
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1s it very fair to: charge a Man with doing ſo, and not beable to prove it. 
But in order to that our Author ſays, He, againſt whom be writes, had urg'd 
the Example of Jaddus, for ſomething which the Obje&or doth not like,and ta gioe 
the more Credit to ut, be ſaith ( as bere- be is quoted Y"that whether the Story 
be true or. no, the Convocation ſeems to believe it, he gives very good reaſon to 
judge ſo, becauſe they have inſerted part of it into the Convocation-Book, Now 
all chis buſineſs, which our Author puts into ſuch a ſpruce Form, 15 no- 


thing elfe bur an ObjeQion which I had raisd, and which it-was neceſ- 


ſary for me to ſpeak to confidering'the Subjet- matter of the Diſcourſe ; 
there is not one {ingle word, nor intimation: of all:theſe fine Things, of 
urging the Example of Faddws; and to groe the greater Credit to it, becauſe 
it xs in the Convocation; and after that's good reaſon to: judge ſo,. but an 
Objection barely and nakedly propos'd ; ſo that if our Author had pleas'd 
he might have Jet all this Flouriſh alone: for I do not know any great 
need, of propoſing an Obje&tion in Mood and Figure ; and making a 
long buſineſs of that, which may be diſpatch'd in tew words. ', The Ob: 


jection in the Anſwer is thus: * If it be ſaid, That whether the Story be _ 
Anſw. 


* their ſence we are enquiring into. -— And to which I thus anſwer : *1 98-17 


* rue, orno, the Convocation ſeems to believe it, and have inſerted part 
© of it into the Convocation book. And it is not+ matter of Fa, but 


* ſay ſo coo, but ſay likewiſe, that their ſence is not to be extended: be- 


© yond their words, nor are they to be made Parties to any more of the- 


* Story, than they have inſerted in their Book. And accordingly I 


ſhew what they have inſerted, and conſequently to what part of it they 


can only be preſum'd to be Parties. And what does: our Author ſay to 
this? Why truly he tells us, They bawe taken in all that the Obje&or hath 


thrown out, concerning Sanballat , Manaſſes and Jaddus, which 1s' the 


pleaſanteſt anſwer in the World, for ic ts the very Obje&ion, and grant- 
ed in my Anſwer; and this we get by flouriſhing Things over, and we 
muſt have the ſame thing in Reply to an Anſwer to an Obje&ion, which 


15 the Obje&ion it felt. Well ! but they expreſly quote Joſephus for # 2s Conroe, 


their Author» Right, and I wonder whom elſe they ſhould quote for it. ©. 30. 


He adds,-- Tho by making his Sanballat the ſame with Nehemiah's, it appears 
that they follow Scaliger and Calviſms i» their Chronology, Why then-I 
doubt they take in what our Author hath thrown out: But how does our Au- 
thor collec, that they followed the Chronology of Scaliger or Calvifims? 1 
doubt our Author muſt ſtrain a point of Chronology to prove it, for I be- 
lieve the Chronology of Calviſins or Scaliger eicher were not extant at the 
ſitting of the Convocation. But thatis not the Queſtion : Let them follow 
what Computation our Author thinks fit. It is all one in the preſent Caſe, 
The Queſtion we are now upon is not Chronology,but their ſence of mat- 
ter of Fact. And therefore our Author adds, But for the Story they not only take 
# for an undoubied Truth, but they reaſon upon it,as to matter of Prattice our = 
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jefor ſays well, that Men that have any care of their Souls will hardly 
venture to act upon ohe ſingle Example, and that only vouchd but by a 
ſingle and ſuſpitious Author. | They may do well to conſider this that go in 
untrodden ways, and yet damwall them that will not follow them. Now herc 
are two things our Author 1s. bound to prove, and which he may do at 
his leaſure. 1- That thoſe that differ from him go 1n untrodden way: : 
and 2. That they damn all them that do'not follow them.. And 'cill he 
can do that, his Refletion turns upon hit ; But theſe are big words, and 
may ſerve for ſomething or other 'when there is want of better argu- 
ment, ' He adds, But it xs upon the: ſingle Example of Jaddus having [worn 
ro Darius, 'that the Convocation ſaith, that the Jewiſh High Prieſts were bonnd 
to the Kings of Perſia by an Oath, when they were made High Prieſts, That 
is to ſay, they prove a matter of Fa& by an Inſtance; and I wonder what 
way beſides there is to prove it. "They prove che High Prieſts of Fudes 
took an Oath to the Kings of Perſia when they were made High Prieſts, 
becatiſe Faddus did ſo. © A' great matter indeed and much to our Authors 
purpoſe. He goes on, And they add this judgment upon it, That © it any man 


** affirm-- that Faddnus the High Prieſt did amiſs in binding his Allegiance 


to King Darizs by an Oath, or that he had not ſinn'd if he had refus'd 
( being thereunto requir'd) ſo to have {worn —— he doth greatly err. 
It is plain, ſays he, that they affirm this upon one ſingle Example, and that 
alſo 'vouch'd but by a ſingle Authority. A very fine Reaſon indeed, What 
does'our Author{make of the Convocation ? as if they eſtabliſh'd a point 
of pratical Religion, from a ſmgle Example, .and by the Single Authority 
of Foſephms. The Point of Practice here is the Taking ( yea and keeping 
too ) of an Oath'to a Lawful Prince. And our Author would make uz 
believe, that the Conwocation build this upon the Single Example of Faddas, 
and-that vouch'd by the Single Authority of Foſephas, which is a fineCom- 
plement to Foſephrs, and makes him not only equa), but een Superiour 
to the Scriptures themſelves. Which however our Auchor may like, (who 
15 ſo eager in vindicating Foſephas, that he cares not what he ſays either 
againſt his Adverſaries or for him.) Yet-the Convocation never thought 
of any ſuch thing. But do they not ſay, If any man affirm that Jaddus 
zbe High Prieſt did amiſs in binding his Allegjance ro Darius by Oath? Right, 
But do they prove whether this was amiſs 'or no by Faddus's Pradtice * 
And do they not ſay, or that he bad net.{inn'd, if he had refus'd ſo to bawe 
ſworu, Right again, but do they prove whether he had, or had not, 
{ns'd by his own. zakirg or refuſing the Oath ? which are pure Proofs and 
like our Authois wnanſwerable ones. And therefore our Author (who 
complains ſo much of Infincerity for omitting what makes againſt a 
man ) hath himlelt left out the principal thing, and which would plainly 
have ſhew'd the ſence of the Convocation. For thus they begin that 
very Canon our Author refers to. © If any man theretore ſhall aflirm, con- 
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* trary to the grounds and Truths of the ſaid Holy Scriptures , either that 
* albeit the Kings of Perfa— or that-the ZFews might lawfully have r@ 
© bell'd, — or that Fadds the High Prieſt did amiſs, &c. He doh great- 
\ *Iyerr. So that'cis plain enough, the-foundation of their Reaſoning here 


is, the grounds and Truths of the Scriptures, 'and* whoever affirms, Thar: 


Faddus did amiſs in binding himſelf by Oath to Darizs, orthat he hadnot 
ſind if he had refus'd foto do, he doth greatly err; and thereaſon of that 
is, not becauſe Faddzs did,or did not, ſo, much leſs becauſe Foſephrrs (aid 
it; but becauſe it « contrary to the grounds, and truths of the Holy Seriz- 


tures, So that with our Authors good leave, They do not argue from the 


Story to Pradtice,z.e.. to eſtabliſh a practical Point, but the contrary. And 


yet our Author talks of Shuffing and Citing with the Convocation; and: 


what I wonder does He call this ? = 

Our Author indeed mighe fairly from hence have argued to the ſence 
of the Convocation, and from what he hath quoted t plainly appears to 
be their ſence, That for the High Prieſt to take an Oath of Alle arcs co 
his Lawful Prince was h's duty,and according to the Scriptures, ' And this 
plainly and naturally follows , whether the Story it ſelf be'true or no. 
And accordingly my anſwer proceeds : 


to Darius, and therefore could not violate his Oath ſo long as Darius 
©lived ; and from thence we may conclude that their fence is, That an 
* Oath of Allegiance was binding to a Prince, fo long as he lived, and 
© had not given up his Right, tho he was beaten in the Field, and fled 


© before his Enemies. --— - Here our Author anſwers.; He was aware Pag, 29, 
how much their judgment would be preferr d before his, where he differs from- 


them: and therefore finding them againſt k 3 in all be hath ſaid of the ſu- 
[pitiouſneſs of the Story. He is now for compounding the matter as. far as this 
Story will make on his ſide, He us content they ſhould believe it, provided they 
will give up that part of it, for which he hath rejeftea the whole, that 
is, he ts content they ſhould take Jolephus for a good Author, only as far as 


his Authority makes for the Non-ſwearers, An eaſie Reader may be perſuaded” 
to this, but not withour ſhew of proof. But where had' our Author all this? 
There is not a word of it, nor any thing like it in my anſwer; My ans: 
{wer is before cited verbatim: and it any Reader (let him be _ or 


difficult) can find the leaſt Intimation of any one of all theſe fine things, 


L will be contented to own that our Author gives my Sence, when he ſays: 


the clean contrary. And what I wonder has the ſence of the Convoca- 
tion ariſing from a Story (true or falſe ) which they have inſerted in. 
their Book, to do with his Compoſitions, Proviſoes, Conditions, and Limita- 


tions 2 If Dr. Sherlock had the handling of this, He could have told him, 2. Vind: 
1 deſire he would keep to my words, for I will' anſwer for none of his Sences, = the 


waleſs I were better ſatisfied, —— I ſhall not add the reſt, it being a _— page 7 A, 
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© They mention, and thers- Anſw: 
© by approve Faddmns's anſwer to Alexander, that he had ſworn Allegiance P38-11- 
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of Elocution peculiar to the Dr, and which I have no delight to Tran- 
ſcribe from him. In the mean time all I ſhall obſerve is, that no'body 
knows the vertue of Prefaces and Paraphraſes, which, with a little Art, 
will make a man ſay any thing in-the World, and whatſoever his An- 


1werer pleaſes. 


After this Introduction, our-Author at length comes my Anſwer. And 
( ſays he ) therefore be tells you-they of the Convocation mention, and thereby 
approve Jaddus's anſwer to Alexander ; That he had ſworn Allegiance 
to Darius, and therefore could not violate his Oath fo long as Darius lived. 
From hence the Obje&or infers, that their ſence #, That an Oath of Allegi- 
ance was binding to a Prince ſo long as he lived, and had not given up 
his Right, thothe was bearen in the Field, and fled before his Enemies.--- 
To this he anſwers, This « what the ObjeFor would have: Very well, if 
this be-what I weuld have, why did not our-Author anſwer it ? 1s the 
mentioning of this anſwer of Faddas an Evidence of their approbation 
of it; or,no? Bur not a- word of that, which notwithſtanding 1s the foun- 
dation of my Anſwer. And 1s not what they ſay in their Canona further 
confirmation'oft it. © It any Man ſhall affirm--- that Faddes --- having fo 
(worn, he might lawfully have born Arms himſelf againſt Darius, or have 
© ſollicited others whether Aliens or Fews thereunto : He doth greatly err. 
This I think is as fair a proof of their ſence of this Matter as vers, to be,and 
conſequently that the Dotrine before is their ſence, But tho our Author 
will.not anſwer this, yet he doth not think ſo; and therefore tells us, The 
ſence of the Convocation will beff appear by their own words. And thus they 
go on with the Story.--- {Alexander by Gods Providence having wanqniſhd the 
Perſians, (that 15, having overthrown Darius the King of the Perſians 
upon which the Monarchy of the Grecians began.) Theſe words within 
the Parentheſis are our Authors, not the Convocations, The Jews among 
many other Nations became his Subjetts, He dealt favourably with them, re- 
Jeas d them of ſome Payments, aud granted them Liberty to live according ts 
their own Laws. Our Author adds, Theſe laſt are the words of Joſephus in 
that wery Chapter which was quoted before in the Convocation-book, and the 
things here ſpoken were dene by Alexander then, hen he was at Jeruſalem 
two years before the Death of Darius. In Conſequence hereof the Convocation 
declare in their Canon, That. 1t any man ſhall affirm 'That the Fews 
generally both Prieſts and People, were not the Subjefs of Alexander at- 
ter his Authority was ſetled among them, as they had been bejore the 
Subjedts of the King of Babylon and Perſia He does greatly err. 
In anſwer to this I have theſe things to obſerve. E 

I. That which our Author cites here: out of the Convocation 1s not 
from the Chapter in which the anſwer of Faddus 1s mention'd, and there- 
by approv'd, nor yet from the Canon of that Chapter, but from another, 


and which 15 of a diſtin& Conſideration,and whuch plainly concerns, y_u 
another 
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atiother ſtate of affairs:than what they-confider in: the foregoing Chanter 

ang Canm. Now in the toregoing Chapter;they mention Cp peer 

to Alexander and approve of it; They likewiſe take notice of Darizs's ower- 
throw by Alexander,and particularly at the end of Faddw's anſwer, they add 

as their own Remark. Dariws beingby flight eſcaped,jwhen his Army was diſcom- 
fued,1.e. Darius was alive tho-beaten fn. Pe ry and therefore Faddas 
could not agree tothe Requeſt of Alexander without violating his Oath. And 

it any Man can make any other ſence of it, I ſhould be glad to ſee ic. And 

this is the plain ſtate of this Matter in this Chapter : and then in' the 
latter end of the Canon to the ſame Chapter, they intimate that Fadds 
having ſo ſworn, it was unlawiul for him to take up Arms againſt Da: 

rins, Or to perſuade others thereunto : Now 1f this Canon refers to the Chap» 
ter, and 'tis ridiculous to think otherwiſe, then 'tis as plain as-the Sun; 

that the Convocation thought his Oath bound Faddus not to-take up Arms 
himſelf againſt Darius, nor to perſuade others, when he was overthrown and 
diſcomfited, but yet ſo as he himſelf by flight had eſcaped. But here ( ac- 
cording to Promiſe) I muſt confider what Dr. Sherlock ſays, who makes Caſe of 
ſome anſwer to this tho our Author doth not; and he ſaith, The Coxwo-: Alleg. 
cation in their Canon take notice, that Jaddus having ſworn to Darius could.P: *: 
ot ſubmit, cr ſwear to any other Prince while Darius lived, They do not 

ſay ſo indeed in fo many words,but they are very particular in the Chapter; 

and in the Canon, they intimate, that by vertue of this Oath, he was not to 
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take up Arms himſelf againſt Darizs, nor to ſolicit others, Fews or Aliens, ©. 
And if there be any Connexion between the Canon and the Chapter: it is _ 
plain, this refers to what they had ſaid concerning Faddas and his-an- i 
ſwer in the Chapter ; and the ſence 1s, that notwithſtanding the over- Th. 
throw and diſcomfiture, they mention 1n the Chapter, yet Darims being Lt 


himſelf eſcaped; -The Obligation of his Oath to Darizs held him, fo as Þ 
it was not lawful for him to take up Arms againſt Darizs, nor ſollicit o- 
thers; 4.e.1n the Circumſtances mention'd in the Chapter when he was eſcaped 
by flight and his Army diſcomfited. And this is plain and natural, and the Mr. 
Chapter and Canon are all of a piece, and the Contexture uniform, but to | 

ſuppoſe that what they ſay relative to the Oath in the Chapter, and whac 
they ſay relative to the ſame Oath in the Canon of the ſame Chapter, 
That they are of a diſtin& nature and Conſideration, is to ſuppoſe thar {3 
the faireſt way of interpreting Men, is in contradiction to themlelves. {1 
Well, but the Doctor ſays, It x plain Jaddus himſelf did not mean this iS, 
by it, for he immediately (ubmitted to Alexander before the laſt fatal over- F- 
throw of Darius The meaning then of Jaddus's Anſwer to Alexander, | 
was no more but this: That the having (worn Allegiance: to Darius, could not 


Dr, Shtra 


make a volumary Dedition of himſelf to Alexander, which was the thing |; 11 © 
deſired. - This hath already been very well anſwered by a learned Pen, _—_ ©& F 


2nd thither I ſhall refer the Doctor, and the Reader, and ſhall only ”_ Pp. 2. 
L. that 
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C78) | 
that what the Door om. the Reaſon-and meaning of Faddus's an- 
fwer why he could not ſubmit to Alexander, was notwithſtanding the very 
thing, He did, He tells us the meaning was, heving ſworn to Darius, be 
could noj make 4 voluntary Dedition of himſelf to Alexander; and yer, 
however it came to paſs, this was the thing he did; | He made a wolus- 
zary Dedition of himfelf to Alexander. For he deliverd up himſelf, and 
the City, without eicher Siege, or Stroke, or Swmmons : and if fo loon as 
an Enemy comes before a 'Town, the Governour and Inhabicants open 


the Gates, and deliver up the Keys, ard themſelves, if this be not a vs- 


luntary Dedition, no man living knows what it 1s. And as to the velun- 
zarineſs of it, t'could not have been more volantary if it had been done, 
when Alexander was before Tyre : there was indeed this difference, that 
Alexander demanded their Submiflion then ; bur here was not fo much as 
that. If therefore Faddar's Oath oblig'd him from a vo/antary Dedition, 
then it oblig'd him from tha: Deditior, which is inconſiſtent with that 
very ſence of his Oath; which che Door makes to be Its own mean- 
ing.  And1 will appeal to any Man, whether if a Governour of a City + 
or Caſtle, had only taken a folemn Oath, not to make a volumtary Dedi- 
tion of himſelf, ( and yet an Oath of Allegiarice is much more than that ; 
but fappoſing only fuch an Oath, whecher in the Eftimate of all Man- 
kind, he would not be perjurd it he ſhould at in the ſame manner, as 
Faddas ere wy Dr. and our Author ts repreſented to have done. And 
{> the Dr. hath finely rrended the matter, and to fave the Example of 

adds ; and to uit it to his purpoſe he hath prov'd him, and repreſents 

im, as # plain violater of his Oath, and that formally ( according to the 
Doors diſtin&ion) as ating againſt his own ſence and judgment of 
the Oath he had taken : and fo at laft he hath made a fair Example of it, 
and mtich good may it do him. 

I: now return to our Author, and to connec the Diſcourſe ( which 
the anſwer to the Dr. hath a little 1nterrapted.) We may remember 
that in anſwer to what he cited out of the Convocation ; I ſaid, That 
ie was taken out of another Chapter, and js of diſtin&t Confideration 
from that in which they mentron the anſwer of Faddms, and the over- 
throw of Darizs, And therefore; 

2. When they ſay it the next Chapter, as our Author cites them : A- 
lexander by Gods Providence having wanquiſh'd the Perſtans: the Jews a- 
wong/t many other Nations became his SubjeFs, By being Vanquiſhd, can 
never be interpreted to mean the fame overthrow and diſcomfiture of 
Darins, which they mention in the former Chapter ; for notwithitand- 
ing that, they ſtill ſuppoſe Faddus the Subjet of Darirs, and that he 
ought not to take up Arms againſt hm, &c. But here in this Chapter, 
they ſuppoſe the Fews, Priefs and People, Subjets to Alexander to ail in- 
tents and purpoſes. Which plainly denotes a very great —m— 
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Circumftances. And therefore by overthrow itt the former Chapter, they | 


mean, and fo expreſs it, when his' Army was beaten, but be was eſcaped, 
and in that ſtate, Allegiance was due to him, and the force of Faddns's 
Oath remain'd. But by Faoneifing here, they mean a total and final 
lubduing when Darizs was kil'd, and the Perfian Monarchy at an end; 
and this plainly appears from the Expreflions themſelves. | 

1- They ſay, Alexander having vangquiſh'd the Perſians, the Jews became 
bis Subjetts: whereas: according to our Author's Notion, it ſhould have 
been ſaid, when Alexander had vanquiſh'd the Fews, they became his Sub- 
jects. Tt 1s plain enough 'therefore that they date the ſubje&ion of the 
Fews, not from any Victory, or Dedition of the Few;fh Nation, but from 
the vanquiſhing of the Perſians, which plainly reſpe&s the deſtruftion of 
that Monarchy : and i 1s not only a great force and ſtrain upon the 
word, but even contrary 'to common Sence; to fay, the: Perſians were 
vanquiſhd when the'King was living, in the Poſſeſſion of Perſia it elf, 
and a numerous and potent Army at his Heels. From whence 'tis plain 
enough, that the Convocation, expreffing this, not by the ſubmiſſion of 
Faddus and the People, but by the vanquiſhing of the Perſians, nar yet 
dating Alexander's Government over them from any ſich fubmiffion and 
conſent, but from the vanquiſhing aforeſaid, have no manner of reference 
to ſuch a Submiffion, = which 1s one Evidence they never believ'd it) 
but refer to quite another ſtate of Aﬀairs than what they mention in the 
Chapter before, and conſequently by vanguiſhing the Perſians here, they 
do not mean the rwo Victories Alexander had over Darizs before he re- 
ceiv'd the anſwer of Faddw, but the laſt fatal and concluding Barttel, 
which put an end to Darias's life, and to the Perſian Monarchy. And 
that chey only meant this, 1s farther confirmed in that. | 

2. They lay, the Jews ( among many other Nations) became his Sub- 
jets. This plainly refers to the end of that Monarchy, and the death 
of Darirs. When indeed Alexander had many Nations ſubjects to him ; 
but not ſo before, and eſpecially at that time he is repreſented to come to 
Feruſalem. His Conqueits were then but of a {mall extent to what they 
were afterwards. And put theſe together, the Convocation dates Alex- 
anders Government over the Fews from his wanquiſhing the Perſians, and 
adds withall, That they became his Subjects among many other Nations. 
I think no man can reaſonably doubt bur that they had an immediate Re- 
ſpe& to the determining of the Perfian Monarchy, and ſeem plainly, 
mean that Fudea tollowed the Revolution of that Empire,and bezcameftd- 
ject to Alexander, as the reſt of the Nations did upon the death of Dirims. 

An this is a plain Anſwer to what follows in our Author 5 Ihad ſaid, 
* for the other part of the Story of Fadds's ſubmitting to Alexander while 


ww. . : . . v2 
* Darizs was living, the Convocation take no notice of it.” He anſwers, Þ. 21; 


They do not name Jaddus indeed : but what ſaith he to theſe words, that the 
L 3 Jews 
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Jews generally-both Priefs and People were the Subje5.of Alexander? why 
truly 1 ſay nothing at all tochem, for-they do not concern the preſenc 
Queſtion. Theſe words are in-the Convocation, ' and if they thought 
that Faddus was then living, they might mean him as well as any body elle. 
But the Queſtion is,. Whether they-thought Darizs then living, and it does 
not appear any where that they thought ſo. Our Author anſwers, No! Deth 
it appear that they thoug bt what they writ? Yes ſure, but I muſt tell our 
Author, that will not be granted to every body, and I ſhould go near to 
fanſie that a Man that contradidts.himlſelf, twice in two or three lines does 
not think what he writes. For Proof of this he adds, Their Book ſaith, He 
by flight eſcaped, when his Army was diſcomfited. Right, but I have told 
him already they ſay it on another Occalion, and with' reſpedt to another 
ſtate of Aﬀairs :_it is the ſubject of another Chapter, in which they plainly 
ſeem to approve Faddus's anſwer, which 1s a dire& contradiction to our 
Author. -- And they add in their Canon to it; and which allo plainly re- 
fers to it, that by vertue of his Oath to Darixs, it was not lawful for him 
to take up Arms againſt Darias, nor to ſollicic others, Fews or Aliens. This 
addition of Aliens is very remarkable, there is not the like again in the 
whole Convocation, and it ſeems plainly to refer to Alexander .or his 
Army, who at. that time were ia a&ual Arms againſt Darizs, or at leaſt 
to the neighbouring Countries,. who might be cempted to revolt from 
their King 1n . his declining Condition, and take part with the Con- 
queror. However, this ſingular Expreflion means ſomething. And 
when in this place only they add Aliens, it ſeems plainly to reſpect that 
juncture, and immediately to refer to the flight and diſcomfiture of Da- 


_ Tis they had mention'd in the Chapter ; and I ſhall refer ic to any impar- 


rial Reader, whether he can make any other fair Conſtruction of it. In 
the Chapter they approve Faddus's reſolute anſwer to Alexander, that he 
could not yield to Fes demands, (viz. to aſſiſt him in his Wars and become 
Tributary ) becauſe he had taken an Oath to Darius which he could nat vio- 
late while Darizes lived. And in the Canon they ſay, © If any Man ſhall af 
© flirm, ---- that Faddss having ſo ſworn, might lawfully have born Arms 
* himſelf againſt Darizs, or have ſollicited others, whether 4lens or Fews 
thereunto, he does greatly err--- which plainly and in all points concurs 
with Fadds's anſwer; and is the very ſame thing in other words. He 
might not bear Arms himſelt , and therefore could not become the Subject 
of Alexander. He might not ſollicic Aliens, and therefore could not aſſift 
him in his Wars. And the placing of this deſerves conſideration ; Ir is 
faid, firſt Aliens, and then Jews, which intimates, as if that was chief in 
the Eye of the Convocation, and which plainly runs parallel with Fadd:s's 
anſwer, and ſeems directly to refer to it, when he was requir'd to affiſt 
Aliens againſt his own King, when be was eſcaped by flight,and bis Army diſ. 
-omfired, So that this Part of the Canon is nothing elle,. but the judg- 

ment 
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ment of che Convocation concerning this Condue of Faddas, and they 
plainly determine that what he did, was bur his duty, and what he ought 
ro have done. From whence nothing is more plain than that it is the 
ſence of the. Convocation, that it is not lawful for a Man to become ſiib- 
ject, or to afliſt another preyailing Prince, 1t his own King be. living, 
tho he be beaten in the Field, and fled before his Enemies. Our Author 
adds, And though they do not [ay Darius was living when Alexander came 
j- ag Gan, Jot no learned Man can be ignorant, that he lived” Two years 
aſter this. ; gp att 

This Doctor Sherlock ſpeaks alittle more to, and therefore Iſhall con- 
fider it altogether. To what I ſaid, © That the ſence of the Convocation 


*i5 not to be extended beyond their words, —— The Door ſays, This I Vindic. 
grant : Butto the other Part, © nor are they to be made Parties to any more Þ *7* 


* of the Story than they have inſerted in their Book. He ſays, _ This 1 
deny ; and his Reaſon is, For if they believ'd any of the Story upon Jolephus's 
Authority, for the ſame reaſon they muſt believe all, and if they paſs their 
judgment on a maiter of Fatt, ſuch wiſe men ought to be preſumed, to judge 
upon the whole matter of Fatt, eſpecially when- different Circumſtances will 
alter the nature of the Aion. Now this is true enough, but nothing ac 
all tothe purpoſe ; for the matter of Fa#, that the Convocation paſs their 
judgment on, they do conſider the whole of it; and that is the an{wer 
of faddas to Alexander, But the ſubmiſſion of | 

rerwards 1s another Story, and not one and the ſame : and'T do not ſee 
any reaſon why, becauſe they give their judgment on one matter of 
Fact, and ought therefore to be preſumed to judge upon the whole of 
hat matter of Fact, therefore they ought to be preſumed to judge upon 
the whole of another matter of Fa&, which they give no judgment, nor 
rake any manner of notice of, It a Man quotes one Story out of an 


Hiſtorian, 1s he therefore preſently bound to anſwer for all the Stories. 


the ſame Hiſtorian tells, tho they be in the ſame place, or refer to the 
{ame Perſon ? and it he does not, muſt his Judgment and Wiſdom be call'd 
in queſtion? This is the Caſe here, the Convocation. take oe Story 
out of Foſephns concerning Fadas, and muit they theretore be account- 
able for every thing Foſephus ſays of Faddus in the fame Chapter, tho 


they take no notice of it? A Man would tmagine the. Interence was. 


the clean contrary; and that becauſe they take no notice of it, there- 
fore they arc not at all to be concern'd 1n i, nor intitled to it 5 their 
very pretermiflion. of it ( when 1t lay fo fair tor them. according to 
their Courſe and Method) one would think is a ſufficient reaſon of their 


diſlike of it. And it 15 ſomewhat hard that ir muſt be tarhs'd upou them, . 


whether they will or no, 
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"Well ! But the. Door adds, According to our Authors Opinion it make; 
a great difference, in Jaddus's ſubmiſſion to Alexander, whether Darius were 
living or dead, And can we think ſuch wiſe men, as made up that Conus. 
cation, ſhould not conſider this? tho, as be ſays, they take no notice of it - 
and if they did conſider it, and took their Story from Joſephus ( and it ſeem; 
by him, they could have it from no other Author, it us plain they muſt be- 
eve Darius to be living when Jaddus who was his SubjeF, and bad [worn 
Allegiance to bim, notwithſtanding this ſubmitted to Alexander, which ſhews 
what their Opinion was, That Subjetts who had ſworn Allegiance to their 
Prince might yer,when under Force,as Jaddus was,become the Subjetts of another 
prevailing Prince, Now all this Reaſoning the Door confures himſelf; 
Forthus he Prefaces what he has to Reply to the Caſe of Faddas. This 
1 muſt ſay, that if they part with this Story, they loſe ſo glorious a Teſtimony 
( as they uſed to account it ) to the indiſpen/able Obligation of an Oath of A1- 
Jegiance, while the King to whom we have ſworn Allegiance Irves, whe- 
ther he be in poſſeſſion, or out of it. Very well, then I ſuppoſe thoſe Men 
did believe Darizs's being living or dead, made a great difference with 
reſpet to Faddws's ſubmiſſion, and yer it ſrems they did not conſider this. 
And then it follows, that Men may take that Story from Fo/ephas, and 
argue from it, and yet not preſently be ſuppos'd to think Darizs then li- 
ving: and it is plain, no Man did think fo, that made that Argument, 
and made ule of that Teſtimony for that purpoſe: Well ! but theſe I 
doubt are ſome Men, {or the Do&tor calls them --- They, and ſo perhaps 
may not come within the Chara&er of ſuch wiſe Men. Well, but ſup- 
ur the Decor himſelf were one of thoſe Men, then I hope it is not 
© utterly impoſlible, but a wiſe Man may take that Story, and yet not con- 
ſider whether Darizs was living. And to my knowledge the Dr. took 
this Story out of Foſephs, and argu'd upon it, and yer for all that did 
not then think that Faddus confured it himſelf; and truly, for any thing 
I know, no one elſe beſides himſelf then did fo, tho he 1s now pleas'd 
to ſay, They uſed to account it "{o groves a Teſtimony, And therefore 
the Doctor hath the leaſt reaſon of any Man to give this for an An- 
ſwer; for if Faddus himſelf hath cenfuted the Teſtimony, the Doctor 
himſelf hath confured his Anſwer; for it 1s plain enough from his own 
Praiſe, that Men may take this Story from Foſephus, and yet not be- 
lieve that Darizs was living, when the Fews became Subjects to Alexan- 


der , for he himſelf did ſo; And why might not the Convocation do (o, 


as well as he? And there 1s yet more reaſon for the Convocation, for 
the preſent Controverſie was not then on foot, nor the de fatto Argu- 
ments in every Mans mouth, and in every Pamphlet; all which was the 
Caſe of the Door when. he conſider'd Foſephrs ; and it in ſich Cir- 
cumſtances the Door could overlook all this, 1 hope the Convocation 

might 
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might do it, attd yet be very wiſe Men too! And what wonder is ic; if 
Men are not fo. very crititcal and pun&ual, in examining all the Cir- 
cumſtances of a Story , what if they/took the Story juſt as they found it 
as the Door did, without conſidering what Joſephus {aid before or after, 
or without conſidering what Arrianand Curtizs had/faid, and comparing 
them with Foſephas 2 This is matter of every-days obſervation, arid the 
wiſe& Men are often guilty of it. - And ſappoſe it was an overſight,, 
muſt Men preſently be inticled to the Dodrines that are conſequential 
to thoſe very things which they have overſeen? We look into the Con- 
vocation, not for Hiſtory, but for Dof#rine: And it is a pleaſant Bulineſs 
indeed, when we are inquiring inte the {ence of the Convocation, we 
muſt have it from Foſephws, and noc from the Convocation it ſelf. The 
plain Queſtion 15, whether the Convocation did believe that Darims was 
living when the Fews ( in their account) became Subjects to Alexan- 
der. Yes, faith the Do&tor, becauſe ſuch wiſe men ought to be preſumid to 
Judge upm the whole matter of Faff. Yes, ſaith our Author, becauſe no 
learned Man can be ignorant that he lid two years after this, That isto 
ſay, you muſt take the ſence of the Convocation from the confiderations 
and Colle&ions that theſe Gentlemen think convenient, for them 
( whether they were concern'd in them or no) and if you intend to 
know the ſence of the Convocation, you muſt apply your felt to Foſe- 
phns, Curtias and Arrien, and diligently compare om cogether, and 
then you cannot mils of it, which is a-pure way of interpreting of Au- 
thors: Whereas I always _—_ that every Author was his own beſt 
Interpreter ; and 'tis a ſtrain of Intepretation and fit only to ferve ends 
and purpoſes, when Men will not take an Author as they find him ; bur 
beſides his own account will ſeek out for other matters, to ſquare and 
meaſure his ſence by : and 'tis plain enough, that theſe Gentlemen can- 
not make out their Point from the Convocation it ſelf , otherwiſe 
they would never have ſought out for forein Helps and Aſliſtances ; 
which in ſhort, is nothing elle buc co make a fence for themſelves, but 
not to take it as they find it. | 

But this is not all, for the Do&or hath once more confuted his own 
Reafonings here; for to my Anſwer, That this Story (as 'tis told by Fo- 
ſephus ) is an exempt Caſe, for that Faddus had a Revelation, and ſo does not 
come within the Compaſs of the ordinary and ftanding Rules the Dr. an- 


ſwers. We are now diſpming about the ſence of the Conwocation, and therefore Viadic, 
muſt remember, that the Convocation does not aſſign this Reaſon, why Jaddus P: 20- 


after his Oath to Darius, ſubmitted to Alexander. Very good! And where 
then is the force of this Reaſon , zf they paſs rheir judgment on a matter of 
Fatt, ſuch wiſe Men ought to be preſumed to judge upon the whole matter of 


Eax#t, eſpecially when differem Circumft ances will alter the nature of the A 
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en.? IT hope Revelation this Caſe is a different Circumſtance that will al- 
ter the nature of the Action. And if the Door will not admit that to 
be the ſence of the Convocation, becauſe they do not affign it'as a Rea- 
fon, then Foſephws's account:.of their ſubmiſſion 1s not their ſence, for 
neither do they align that account of their becoming the Subjects of 4- 
lexander. But this matter we come now to debate ; and here the Doors 
Anſwer, and that of our Author is the very ſame ; our Author indeed ſays 


a little more to it, and therefore: I ſhall follow his Method. 


My Anſwer is this, © Grant the Story true, it is not to the purpoſe 
*it is usd for. Foſephus tells us, God appear'd to Faddus in a Dream, 
© and warn'd him to ſubmit to Alexander, and to meet him 1n that ſolemn 
* manner he did. So that this is a ſingular and exempt Caſe, and falls 
* within the Circumſtances of Fehu and Abud. 

Qur Author puts off his Anſwer to this, and falls firſt upon an Objeai- 
on had rais'd to it, and tells us, He aware that there as a prejudice againſt 
this, namely, That Prophecy was then departed from the Fewyh Church. 
He anſwers, ' This # certainly true, Malachi having given them warning, that 
the next Prophet that ſhould ' come would be Elias. But the ObjeFor ſhifts 
off this by telling ws, That when there were no more Prophets, yet ſtill 
there was an inferiour degree of Prophecy, which laſted for a long time 
as the: Bath Kol, and probably ſome other way, as by Dreams, &*c. 

He adds, To make way for theſe : He tells us, it was always the Cuſtom 


_ of the Fewiſh Church, in great Extremity, to have recourſe to God, for 
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ſome expreſs Revelation what they ſhould do. To this he anſwers, This 
3s more than the Jews knew, or they did not think of it, at that time when 
Judas Maccabzus being ſlain , there was a great afflition in Iſrael, the 
like whereof was not fince the time that a Prophet was not ſeen among 
them, for then they took mere human Counſels, without looking for any expreſs 
Revelation. But that 15 more than our Author knows; and the Text in- 
timates no ſuch thing. The Text ſaith indeed, the like aflitiow was not 
fince the time that a Prophet was not ſeen among them. But that is but a 
Date of Time, and Foſephus himſelf interprets it, ſo great a Calamity as 
was not ſince the Babyloniſh Captivity, and yet there were Prophets among 
them ſince that, tho but few, and notof te ſame rank with thoſe before. 
And it is reaſonable ſo to interpret it ; for the Text plainly reſpects, and 
refers to a great Afﬀidtion of the Jewiſh Nation, and ſuch as was Supe- 
riour to that Condition they then were in, and which cannot well be aſ- 
fen'd to be any other than their general Captivity : for there was no ſuch 
extraordinary change of their Aﬀairs in the times of the Perſian Mo- 


narchy, and eſpecially at that time that Malachy the laſt of the Prophets 


15 ſupposd to live. - But however, ſuppoſe theſe words reſpected the. laſt 


of the Prophets, and when there were no more ſucceeding in the Zewiſh 
Churci:, 
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Church? What then? might there not be an inferiour degree of Pro- 
phecy, and God might communicate his Will in an extraordinary man- 
ner, and upon extraordinary, Occaſions? and that ſo communicated be a 
ſuffictent Warrant and Direction to them-? And therefore ſuppoſe they 
in| that extremity took meer human Counſels, the Few: did that very often, 
when they had conſtant and ſtanding Prophets among them, and not 
only ſo, but even contrary to God's expreſs Revelations delivered by thoſe 
Prophets. As, belides other places, is manifeſt in the Prophecies of Exze- 
chiel and Feremiahb, and particularly in the Caſe of Zedekiah, and: of the 
People fiying into «Egypt. And what meer human Counſels were theſe 
that they took? Why truly, after the killing of Judas Maccabers, they 
choſe 7cnathan his next Brother to be their Captain and Ruler. And 
what dithculty was there in that? Or what need was there of Divine 
Revelation? Or what Reaſon had they to expe it in ſuch a Caſe? 
This was natural and proper, and there needed no eſpecial DireQion 
in that matter: when they were in diſtreſs before under their own Kings, 
and when they had Prophets among.them, when one King was dead, 
they did not apply themſelves to a Propher, or wait for expreſs Revelation 
to ſet his Son or Heir on the Throne. Nor was there any need here, 
when 1t was in their own power, to chuſe whom they pleaſed, to waic 
for Divine Dire&ion ; for the Theocrafie was long =o ceaſed, and 
they were at their Liberty. Burt it had been much more for our Author's 
purpoſe, if it could have been but prov'd, that while Fadas had been 1i- 
ving, and infiſted on his Right to the Government, they had choſe 
him too, they ſhould have choſe another againſt his Conſent. This in- 
deed would have been to take meer human Counſel, 5. e. contrary to Di- 
vine Laws, and which indeed would have needed a Divine Revelation to 
juſtifie. But what need of ſuch a Revelation in an ordinary and 
ftanding Caſe, and in which they had ſufficient means to dire& them- 
ſelves. | 

But after all, the main point in queſtion is not in the leaſt ſpoken to, 
and our Author gives no Anſwer to it. | And that 1s, That when there 
were no mere Prophets, yet there Was an inferiour degree of Prophecy inthe Jew- 
iſh Church, as the Bath Kol, and probably ſome other way, as by Dreams, 
&c. This our Author repeats, and then leaves it, as if it did not concert 
the Queſtion 3 and falls upon another _ concerning their Applica- 
tions to God in extremity for ſome expreſs Revelation, and anſwers 
even that myſtically and obſcurely, that they did not know 1t, or not 
think of itin a particular inſtance. And what then, might there not 
be fuch a thing inthe Fewiſh Church for all that? And the Queſtion 
is plain before him after the ceafing of the R_ was there ſuch 
an inferiour Degree of Prophecy in the Fewiſh Church, or no ? This 


he cannot deny, but yet will not = it, and ſeems to inſinuate, as if T 
wou 
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would have his Reader believe there was no ſuch thing. It was not 
indeed conſtant and ſtanding to the Fewiſh Church after the ending of 
the Prophets. And<therefore could not. ordinarily be applyed to, as che 
Urim and Thummim, and the Prophets. But that it was ſome times, and 
God in ſome Caſes did in anextraordinary manner manifeſt his Will to 
them, as far as I know, is diſputed by no Learned Man. And cthis is ſuffici- 
ent for the purpoſe I mentioned it. And the plain Queſtion is, whether 
ſucha Manifeſtation of the Divine Will, when ever, and upon what oc- 
caſion -ſoever it was, was not a ſufficient Warrant for Practice, and 
would juſtifie their a&ing in ſuch Caſes againſt ordinary and ſtanding 
Rules? Which, I think, no Man will deny. I ſhall apply this pre- 
ſently. 

And accordingly I aſſerted, that Joſephs tells us here were all prepa- 
rations to it, they faſted and prayed. Our Author anſwers, In diſtreſs to 
faſt and pray, and to ſeek to God for Deliverance, hath been uſed in all A- 
ges of the Church. Right, but what follows? The next night God ap- 
peared to 570k and ordered him ſo to do; I had added that, © As 
© we have the Story from Feſephas, ſo we muſt have it all from him, and he 
* tells us ſo expreſly, and God's Appearing and Command ſtands upon 
*the ſame Authority with all the reſt of the- Story. Our Author an- 
ſwers, Here he would make ms believe we have a Wolf by the ears ; for whe- 
ther we admit or. deny this we are in buy danger either way. Now the Ar- 
gument I had urged, tho it was not in Mood and Figure, was a Di- 
lemma, and to liken it to a Beaſt with ears is an Alluſjon a little un- 
philoſophical. But our Author, I ſuppoſe, doth not mean with reſpe& 
£o_the ears, but to the danger; for a Wolf is a dangerous Creature, eſpe- 
cially if a Man hath him by the ears, and do not hold him faſt. And 
therefore he goes on. If we deny this part of the Story, why may net 
the ObjeFor deny all the reſt ? But if we admit it, then it u wholly beſides the 
purpoſe ; for ( adds our Author ) ſays be ( with bus uſual Civility : ) If thefe 
Gentlemen will ſhew us any expreſs Revelation for what they do, as 
Faddus had, then they ſay ſomething, but 'till they can ſhew that, this 
Example, if true, will do them no ſervice. Our Author anſwers, He 
hath obliged me ſo much with thu Complement, that 1 cannot chuſe but ad.- 
mit that there was an expreſs Revelatios. Well, I am glad I have obliged 
our Author, ſo as to admit of any thing that I ſay. This is the firſt time, 
and therefore I will not be behind hand, but give him thanks, and ſhould 
be glad, if I could meet with any other occaſion for it, before his Book 
is ended. But theſe ONSET upon Complements are of very ſhort con- 
tinuance» For he. immediately adds, : But I cannot grant him bis Con- 
ſequence, "till I ſee how it follows from the Premiſjes, Now a Man would 
have imagined, at firſt ſight, chat the Conſequence was as clear as the Sun ; 
for it Zaddns acted by Revelation, and They by ordinary and Ra 


nding 
Rules, 


Rules, it plainly follows, that his Example neither reaches their Caſe, nor 
15 for their purpoſe. But this our Author will not admit ; for he adds, 
In order to this he ſhould have told what Revelation it was Jaddus had, and 
what uſe it was for, and then have (hewed that we have the like occaſion, 
before he had required #s to ſhew the like Revelation. But ſince he it fo 
ſhort in theſe things, 1 muſt be the longer in conſidering them more particu- 


larly. 

Firſt, Take every thing as the Objeftor would have it, that Jaddus had a 
Revelation, that . be ſhould (abmit to Alexander, tho Darius was living, 
and notwithſtanding his Oath , by which Jaddus formerly thonght he was 
bound to the contrary, If Jaddus was then inthe right concerning the Ozliga- 
gation of his Oath to Darms, the thing that he was now put upon, was the bar- 
rible Sin of Rebellion aggravated with perjury, and whatever elſe the Objefor 
thinks fit to load bis Brethren with, uh this of Jaddus he tells ms was an 
exempt and ſingular Caſe,” for be was put upon it by Divine Revelation. 
Very well! and this anſwers all that black Charge our Author hath fo 
formally drawn up, ad is plainly implyed and ſuppoſed in my Anſwer: 
and our Author admits it too; and what then, I wonder, madehim make 
ſuch a formal Harangue about nothing. I ſuppoſe becauſe ( as he ſays) 
I had been fo ſhore, therefore he would be the /onger. Well! but tho thar 
might do well enough for Faddas, yet it will not ſerve for the people : 
for he adds: But even in this Caſe there would hawe been ſomething elſe ne- 
ceſſary to engage the People ro go along with him in this ſubmiſſion; for ſince 


now they are to look for no Prophet more, till the coming of Elias, as Mala- Chip 1:33 
chi told them, but were left under a ftri charge to remember the Law of 


Moſes with the Statutes and Judgments. This Change-of their Allegiance 
from Darius to Alexander, being, as the Objettor will have it, Rebellion and 
Perjnry, than which nothing can be more contrary to the Law of God, how could 
Jaddus hope to bring them to this, by telling them only that he had a Revelation 
from God! He could not pretend to it, without making himſelf as great a 
Prophet as theſe were by whom theſe Precepts were given. And then he muſt 
prove it, by ſhewing ſuch ſigns as thoſe former Prophets did. Otherwiſe the 
Jews were /o far from being bound to believe him, that they were to look on 
him as a falſe Prophet, and as ſuch to put him to death. We ſee how ready 
the Jews were toexecute this upon our Saviour, asoft as he ſeemed to teach any 
thing contrary to their Law, tho be did prove himſelf a Prophet by working of 
Miracles. But Joſephus 4oth not tell us that Jaddus did any Miracle : ( if he 
had we ought not to have believ'd him) and yet the Jewiſh Church at that 
time was ſo far from ſtoning Jaddus for pretending this Revelation, that they 
all joyned with bim, in ſubmitting to Alexander, even whils Darius was [:- 
wing. And therefore we may be ſure, that this Revelation was net againſt their 
common and ſtanding Rules; as our Ovjetor will have is. 
In anſwer to this I have theſe things to ſay ; | 
M 2 1.Ou 
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r. Our- Author's Argument is equally valid againft all- Prophets 
and Prophecy among the Fews ſince the promulgation of the Law of 
Moſes, as againſt this inferiour Degree of Prophecy now before us. He 
does not quote the Text, nor yet refer to it, I ſuppoſe, leaſt the Reader 
ſhould confult it, and plainly perceive the inconſequence of his Arey. 
gument, 1t'is ( Deut. 13.1, 2, 3, 4, J-) the Sum of which is, If there a- 
riſe a Prophet, or Dreamer of Dreams, and givetha ſignor a wonder, and 
the ſign or the wonder come to paſs whereof he ſpake unto thee, ſaying, Let wn 
go hor other Gods, and ſerve them, thou ſhalt uot hearken unto that Prophet, 
for the Lord your God proveth youu ——— And. that Prophet ſhall be put to 
death, 8c. Now our Author tells us, that Jaddus could not pretend to a 
Revelation ( contrary to the Law of God) i.e. ( contrary to ordinary and 
ſtanding Rules )) without making himſelf as great a Prophet as thoſe were by 
whom theſe Precepts were given, and of proving it by ſhewing ſigns and 
miracles, Whereas 'tis plain enough the Text makes no difference in 
that, but expreſly declares the contrary. And let men pretend themſelves 
to be what Prophets they pleaſed, even as great as Moſes, and work 
Signs and Wonders, and which accordingly ſhould come to paſs, yet if 
they taught them to ſerve other Gods, they were not to be believed but 
to be put to death. And whatthen? therefore they might not. a& a- 
gainſt ordinary and ſtanding Rules in particular Caſes, when God hath 
declared his Will by Prophets, or by other Revelation. This 1s a pure 
Conſequence ; our Author's Argument equally reſpe&ts Prophets and 
Miracles, as any ather Revelation ; and tho its true, none” of theſe 
were ſufficient warrant to ſerve other Gods, yet 'tis plain enough they were 
to act againſt the ordinary Rules, as in the Caſe of the I/raebtes, ſpoiling 
the e fg yprians, and in the Caſe of Foram and Feb, had the People, of 
their own Heads, ſet up Fehu, and killd Foram, it had been Perjury and 
Rebellion, and our Author muſt own it ; but when God had declared 
his Will by his Prophet, they ceaſed to be fo, which notwithſtanding 
without ſuch a Revelation would ſtill have retained their c:1minal Nature. 
And therefore, 

2. I would ask our Author one plain Queſtion, whether Divine Re- 
velation, which way ſoever it is manifeſted, be not a ſufficient Warranc 
to ac againſt ſtanding and ordinary Rules? Andit would be a pleaſant 
thing 1t any Man ſhould deny it. *T1s true indeed, 1t being againit theſe 
ſtanding Rules, may ( in fit Circumſtances ) be a reaſon to believe that 
'tis Evthuſiaſm, Deluſion, or Temptation, and no Divine Revelation: 
but when the Revelation is granted (as our Author grants it ) to talk of 
Miracles, Stoning, and I cannot tell what, is mere:wandring and fancy, 
and nothing at all to the purpoſe. And as Foſephrrs tells the Story, tis 
plain enough that _ himſelf, and the People were lufficiently ſatis- 


ned of che Truthot the Revelation, and accordingly immediately com- 
Piyed 


( #9.) 


plyed with it,”and upon confidence of it prefently opened their Gates, 
and put themſelves intothe power of Al:xander; whom they knew to be 
an enraged Enemy; which they never would have done, if they had not 
confided in the .truth of the Revelation. So that the whole Queſtion 
returns to this, Copld the Fewiſh Church in thoſe days have any Divine 
Revelation? Or was it againſt their conſtant and ſtanding Rules that 
they ſhould have any? This indeed our Author's Argument ſeems to 
drive at, when he tells us, they were to look for no Prophet more; but were 
left under a ſtrift charge to obſerve the Law of Moles, &c. But then this 
1s an Argument not enly againſt the Uſes and Ends of this Rewelation 
( which 1s the - Controverhie berween us ) but againſt any' Revelation at 
all, ( which our Author allows.) If indeed there was no 'Revelation, 
nor could be at that time according to their Law, when all Prophecy 
was cloſed up with Malachi, then our Author's Uſes, and mine, and Fo- 
ſephus's are all alike. But if there was, then *cis plain there was an in- 
feriour Degree of Prophecy continued co the Fewiſh Church afcer there 
were no more Prophets, and here my Dilemma turns upon him, either 
there was ſuch a Divine Revelation, or there was not; if there was, then 
it was a ſufficient Warrant for Practice againſt ordinary and ſtanding 
Rules, and all our Author's Arguments here ſfignifhie nothing. If there 
was not, then Foſephas is miſtaken in his Story , and as our Author 
ſays, if we deny this part of the Story, why may not the ObjeFor deny all the 
reſt? And ſo our Author hath his Wolf by the ears ſtill, and he may ei- 
ther hold him, or let him go as he pleaſes. But | 

3. Our Author makes a great difficulty of it, how the People ſhould be- 
lieve Faddas, and {ays, How could Jaddus hope to bring them to this? and ef DC- 
cially not pretending himſelf as great a Prophet as thoſe by whom the Precepts 
were given, and not ſhewing Signs or Miracles, or if Joſephus had ſaid be 
had, we ought not believe bim, Now truly 1f there was any ſuch thing, 
what Methods Fadd:s had to make them beheve it, or what Evidence he 
gave of the Revelation, Foſephzs is filent. Bur it ſcems ( as he tells it ) 
they did believe it, and upon that belief, ventured their Lives to the mer- 
cy of a Prince: who had vowed Revenge on them. And I would fain 
ſee a Reaſon why they might not as well believe 1t to warrant their 
Practice, as to encourage their Hopes ; for if 1t was a Divine Revelation, 
( and they believ'd it as ſuch as 'tis piain they did ) 1t would do one as well 
as the other. And I ſuppoſe their Conſ{ciences, under the Direction of 
2 Divine Revelation, were in no more hazard, than their Lives. 


Ar laſt our Author tells us, Theſe words upon which all the Argument pag 26. 


moves, were thru? m by the Objeftor, namely, the words to ſubunit, and that 
we ſhall find nothing in Joſephus of «ny Revelation that Jaddus bad to {ub- 
mit, andto meet Alexander, There was no occaſion for it , for thus far be 
had determined already, before the Prayer and Faſting upon which he had the 

Revelation. 
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Revelation. Theſe are Joſephus his Words, Alexander having taken Gaza, 
made haſte to go up to Jeruſalem ; the High Prieſt Jaddus, upon hearing 
of this was, 1n an agony of fear, being at his Wits end to think how he 
ſhould meet the Macedon, the King being angry at his Diſobedience for- 
merly. 1: ſeems he was reſolved to hawe no more anger on that account, 
but to make hi peace by an humble ſubmiſſion, and therefore he as in care 
how to meet the Macedons, faith Foſephns, who thus goes on: Having there- 
fore ordered the People to make a £3 op and himſelf with them 
offering Sacrifice to God, he beſought him to prote& the Nation, and to 
deliver them from the imminent Dangers. It x plain, that theſe were 
Prayers for a Deliverance, and not for a Revelation as the Objeftor « pleaſed 
ro ſay. But was there not a Revelation after thu? Nes it follows, That 
after the Sacrifhce, when he was gone to Bed, in his ſleep, God bade him 
be of good courage, and let them crown the City, and open their Gates. 
And for their Meeting, ( which they had reſolved before, but were in care 
how to do it, ſo as might move the King's favour and compaſſion) Let them 
go ( ſays he) the reſt in white Garments, but he with the Prieſts in thoſe 
Veſtments which the Law hath preſcribed, and be confident they ſhall 
{nffer no evil, for that God will provide for them. -And then our Author 
adds, Here as every word of the Revelation. 

In anfwer to this I have theſe things to obſerve : 

T. That our Author tells me, I thruſt in the words upon which all my Ar- 
gument moves, namely to ſubmit, of which there was nothing in the Reve- 
lation mentioned by Foſephus, and yet, however it comes to paſs, our 
Author has tbra/# them 1n himſelf; for he tells us Jaddus was reſolved to 
2ake bis peace by an humble Submiffion. And how does he prove this? 
why Jaddus being in an agony, and at his wits end how to meet Alexander, 
end as for their Meeting that they had reſolved before. But where is Sub- 
miſſion all this while 2 Why 'tis included in the Meeting ; and Faddus 
was reſolved to ſubmit to, becauſe he was reſolved to meet, Alexander. 
And is not this a very pleaſant Buſineſs? if they reſolve to meet him them- 
ſelves, then it means Submiſſion ; but it God commands them to meer him, 
then to ſubmit is thruſt in by the Objetor. But 

2. How does our Author prove that Faddws reſolved to ſubmit to A- 
lexander before the Revelation? Why he offers at it by what Joſephus, 
fays, relating to Matters beiore the Revelation; and by what he ſays, as 
he reports the Revelation it ſelf : but neither of them are to his pur- 


ſe. 
ge" What Joſephus ſays before the Revelation, that is, when Faddas 
heard of Alexander's haſtening to Feruſalem, he was in an agony, and at 
bis wits end how he ſhould raeet the Macedons, the King being angry at his 
Diſobedience formerly. From whence our Author concludes, that be was 


reſolved 30 bave ne more anger 0n that account, but to make his peace by an 
| | - bumble 


(91) 


bumble Submiſſion, Or, as Door Sherlock renders it, to attone for bg Vindic. 9; 
former. contumacy by an early ſubmiſſion. But how does this tollow from the 2% 


words of Foſephns? For as the Learned. Author, above-mentioned, hath 
very well obſerved, the word here ufed by Fo/ephar ( dmwriou ) may be 


taken in a boſile| fignitication ; and the ( mis amurniow mils wanuiov ) may 


be rendred not how he ſhould ſub»it, bur how he ſhould fight with the 
Macedons. And (o it is uſed in S. Luke ( ch, 14. wv, 31. _) whether he be 
able with ten thouſand to meet him ( «mvrjau)) that cometh againſt him 


with wenty thouſand. And this is yet farther confirmed, for that Fo+ Antiq. t. 
ſepbes himſelf uſes 1t in the ſame ſenſe-in this very Chapter, when he tells II, c. 8; 


us that Darizs hearing that Alexander had paſſed the Helleſpont, and at 
Granic. had conquered his Lieutenants, having gathered an Army of Foot 
and Horſe ( 4myrjau Jayvois Tos weandiom ) determin'd to mees the Ma- 
cedons before they ba4 ſubdued all 4/ia. Now, I ſuppoſe, no Man thinks 
that when Darizs determined ( as in our Author's phraſe was reſolved ) 
50 meet Alexander, it was with intentions of S«bmiffion, and to yield 
up his Crown to him, or in Dr. Sherlock's Language, to ettone for bis 
former contumacy, in having reſiſted his entrance upon his Kingdom, bat 
in plain Engl;ſh to fight with him. Now I would fain know why the 
ſame word in the ſame Author, and in the ſame Chapter is not alſo to be 
underſtood in the ſame ſenſe? And that which yet farther confirms 
this, 15 

I. That Foſephas plainly alters the Expreflion, when he mentions their 
meeting of Alexander by the Command of God in the Revelation, and it 
15 not there that God commanded him ( «mvriau, ) but mifigm Tie v- 
adyTyoy ) and afterwards upon Taddas's aftual Meeting, he expretles it 
mi Or Tiy vmdyriav, which is both a diftering Expreflion, and a 
differing Sence, for Umwwiw fignifles to meet another Honoris 
gratis , out of deference and honour to him , and ſuppoſes Duty 
and Submiffion. And dmvnivw the contrary. However I build no- 
thing upon the Criticiſm, But the Expreflion being varied by. Foſe- 
phas himſelf, is a plain proof that he meant ewo things, and 1t--is not 
very accountable how he ſhould alter his Words, and yet mean the {ame 
thing. oo ON 
2. That which further confirms this Interpretation 1s, that Foſephue 
ſays Faddm was in an agony how he ſhould »2eet not Alexander, but the 
Macedens, in the plural number, whereas had the Buſineſs been ( asour 
Author and the Dr. fancy ) Attonement and Supplication, it ſhould 
have been, how he ſhould meet Alexander or the King, for, Thope, Fad- 
4s did not intend to ſupplicate the whole Army. But when it is ſaid to 
meet the Macedons , it plainly means the Army of Macedons. 1n the 
ſame ſenſe Foſephm ſays before, that Darins determined to meer the Mace- 


dow, i.e. ther Ariy, and to ſtop their Progreſs,. And indeed in this: 
: ſenſe : 
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(92) 

ſenſe there was reaſon enough For Faddms to fear; how he ſhould hinder 
the Approaches of a victorious Army, and defend himſelf and the City 
from them that: had beaten Darirs 1n the Field, and bat juſt before had 
made ſuch terrible Work at Tyre and Gaza. » And acccordingly ( as Fo- 
ſephms tells it.) they took a proper courſe, and applyed themſelves roGod 
by Faſting and Prayer, and beſought him for Prored#4on , and Delive. 
rance, and not as our Author would fain have it, that their Submiſſion 
(which they had reſolved on before  ) might be acceptable in the Eyes of 
Alexander, or that they might” be recommended to his favour. Well, 
but does not Foſephrs tell us, that the King was angry at his former Diſs- 
bedience ( or rather imperſuability or ſtiffneſs in not yielding to Alexander 
to become his Tributary, &c. when he ſent to- him; for that ſenſe, 
anrlaa will bear, and is more agreeable to the Story. ) Right. and there- 
fore there was the more reaſon of fear, apprehending himſelt not able 
co reſiſt. But as our Author hath handled the matter, all this terrible 
F:ight was for. nothing elſe, but leſt his Submiſſion ſhould not.be ac- 
cepted:. and fo as our Author repreſents him, Faddas had made a fair 
Game on't, he ſend; a fooliſh Anſwer to Alexander, andgthen was at bis 
witsend how to attone and make amends for it. Well, I perceive this 
very Cluthzan Sanballat took a much better courſe, for ( as 7oſephrs hath 
it ) he went early to Alexander, and carried with him eight thouſand Men, 
and was received- with Honour and Favour, and yet Fur his does not 

ly forbear calling 
him a Traitor for his pains. But it ſeems, as our Author interprets Fo- 
ſephws, he muſt be much the wiſer, yea, and the honeſter Man. For it 
ſeems Sanballat took time by the foretop, and did his Duty early, but 
Faddus was forced to an after-reckoning, and at his wits end how ta heal 
up the Diſobedience of his former Anſwer. - I wonder what Notions 
ſome Men have of Virtue, Honour, or Conſcience : is it agreeable to 
any of theſe for a Governour of a Town, ( and eſpecially for ſuch a one 
who hath taken an Oath of Fidelity to his Prince ) to deliver it up ſo 
ſoon as the Enemy appears before it, and not only ſo, but to bein ex- 
treme Agonies and Perplexities for not having done it before? And I 
would appeal to all the World, whether Batis, who ſo gallantly defend- 
ed Gaza againſt Alexander, tho he loſt his hfe in the Attempt, was not 
more faithtjul ro his Maſter, and perform'd his Duty with more Honeſty, 
as well as Courage, than Sanballat ( as Foſephrs delivers it) who made a 
plain defeaion trom him, or than Faddus, either according to the Ac- 
count that our Author, and Dr. Sherlock have. given of him. I know 
Dodor Sherlock ſays, That Faddus by his Anſwer meant no more, but 
that he would not make a voluntary Dedition of himſfelt, that 1s to lay, he 
performs all the parts of an honeſt and faithful Governour, that does not 


give up himſelf to an Enemy that is fifty Miles off, and only ſends a 
Meſlage 
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Meſſage to him, but if he comes himſelf with an Artny, 'tis honourable 
and faithful, .and the Town and:People are all his. own. And yet as ri- 
diculous as this is, if it were granted him, it will not ſolve the buſineſs: 


For he tells us, That Faddas. his Care was. how he might attone for bis former Vindic,v: 
Contumacy, 1. e. the Contumaey of his former Anſwer. Now to attone for 29+ 


any Acton, implies the renouncing it ;. and fo Faddw, it Reems, renounced 
his Anſwer, (as the Dr. hath ſome of his Principles) and took care to 
make timely Satisfaction by an early Submiſſion, But then what becomes 
of Voluntary Dedition ? Why perhaps the Door might meanthe would 
not go of himſelf till he was ſent for. And ſo we have an admirable 
Character of a good Governour, his Oath and his Honour oblige him to 
keep the City or. Country till he is asked the Lueftion, and Conquerors 
muſt be cruel and hard-hearted indeed, if they will not vouchlafe to 
ſend for a Surrender.. . And yet at this fine rate do theſe Gentlemen 


treat Faddus, and to magnitie his Example, and to fit it to their pur- 


| , Fake him one of. the meareſ# and moſt contemprible Perſons in the 
orld. | | 1 
2. I come now to conſider, how our Author proves Faddus was: re- 
ſolv'd to ſubmit to Alexander before the Revelation, from the Report Fo- 
ſephus makes of that Revelation, and here our Author tells us, that after 
the Sacrifice, when he was gone to bed, in his ſleep, God bad him be of good 
courage, and let them crown the City, and open their Gates, And. tor their 
Meeting (which .(ſays our Mothers they had reſoly'd before, but were in 
care how to do it, ſo as might move the King's Favour or Compaſlion ) 
Let them go, the reſt in white Garments, and he with the Prieſts in the Veſt- 
"ments the Law hath preſcriþ'd, &c. Now here we have a pure ſtrain of 
Interpretation; and plainly ſhews, how our Autbour can ſay any thing 
that makes for his purpoſe. The whole ſtreſs of our ,4uthor's Argument, 
is to make it appear, that (according to Foſephas) Faddus. had reſolv'd 
to ſubmit to Alexander before he had any Revelation from God command- 
ing him ſo to do. And then to make Foſepbus ſay 1o,he turns his words 
uplide down, and puts in what he pleaſe, and places'them as he ſzes 
g00d, without either Order or Truthz and then indeed ic 1s ſomewhat 
hard, if upon ſuch a Liberty, a Man cannot make Foſephys fay what he 
hath a mind to. " . 
And here, as he hath placed the Words and put in his own Additions, 
he would make his Reader believe, that Foſephas repreſented it, as if he 
had already concluded to meet Alexander in a poſture of Submiſſion 
whereas there is no ſuch thing in Joſephus, nor any thing Ike it : Here 
he ſays, Avd for their Meeting; and from thence infers, they were re- 
folv'd to do it before; whereas both for their meeting, and the placing 
of it (which plaialy alters the Senſe) is page his own; all that Joſephus 
AVs, 
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ſays, is, that Gbd 'bad him be of good courage,” and to 
trown the City "and open the Gates, and the reſt in 
white Garments © "but 'him, with the Priefts, in the 
Veſtments whith "the Law preſcribd, ( or legal Veſt- 
ments) to meet him: And where, now I wonder. is 
this; And foritheir Meeting, which our Author begins 


the matter with, tho Foſephus placed it laſt, and 

from whence he would fain conclude, that this Meeting was reſolv'd 
on. before; © whereas *o3s plain enough , | by the- placeing of theſe 
-Words in' Foſephrs, and by the: connedting the Sentence by Con- 
junctives, that the ſame' Command that bad him be of good courage, 
bad him alſo to meer him: But this would not ferve our Axthor's turn, 
and therefore he is for beginning- at the latter end, and not only fo, but 
for putting in Words of his own. - He tells indeed here is every word of 
the Revelation, Right, 'and ſomewhat more to, even ſome Words of our 
* Author, and theſe very Words of the Revelation are put out of their or- 
der, which make a new Senſe of them, and the very thing in contro- 
verfie is plainly, if not 'induſtriouſly perverted. Is there no difference 
with our Authour between God's commanding them to be of good cou- 
rage and-to meet him, and bidding him be of good courage, and for 
their meeting' ? But if Joſephus 18 not for our Authour's purpole, he hath 
an Art to make him; 'tis but ſhpping in-a Particle, 'and placing his Words 
to the beſt advantage, and-then he may do very well; and whether he 
ſpeaks his own Senſe or no, he ſhall be ſure to deliver our Author's Senfe. 
The Sum of all this matter is contain'd in theſe two Queſtions, r, 
Whether a Divine Revelation be not a ſufficient warrant to practiſe con- 
trary to ordinary and ſtanding'Rules 2 2, Whether, as Foſephas tells the 
Story, Faddus had not a Divne Revelatlon authorizing and appointing 
' his and the Peoples particular Behaviour 1n this matter ; it 15 plain enough, 
that the whole Aion (as Foſephns relates 1t) was direted by God him- 
felt ; the Habit, the Solemmity, the Meeting, all were of Divine Appoint- 
ment: But theſe Gentlemen would fain confine the Revelation, to the 
'Manner only, and not to the Meeting it felt; as if the fame Revela- 
<tion that directed them to meet Alexander in their Pontificalibus, and in 
that ſolemn manner, did not as well dire& the Meering as the Manner 
of it. And it 1s a pure Conſequence, God direted them to meer in 
fuch a Manner, and therefore he directed the Manner, and not the Meet- 
ing; Juſt as if a Maſter ſhould command a Servant to put on ſach a 
Habit, and attend on another Perſon; © why truly he commands him to 
put on his beſt Cloaths, but as for his Attendance, he may do as he 
ices good, his Maſter's Command does not extend to that. And there- 
tore } would ask theſe Two Authors, Whether Meeting be not in the 
Revelation? And then I would fain ſee a reaſon, why the Revela- 
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tion does not extend to the. Meeting, as, well as to all the reſt. Well, 
Dr. Sherlock hath one thing yet behind, and he us, that When God Vindic. y. 
is ſaid to appear to him ( Jaddus) in. his Dream, be an/wered no Queſtion 29. 
about the lawfulneſs of ſubmiiting to Alexander; which is a very pleaſant 
Reaſon to. come from. Dr. Sherlock. My Anſwer is, that Faddus (as 
Foſephas relates 1t.) acted by Divine Revelation, and not by ordinary and 
itanding Rules, and the Dr. tells-us, God anſwered no Queſtion about 
the Lawfulneſs, that 15 to ſay, God did not declare it- to be' an ordinary 
and /tanding Rule for practice; for to anſwer the Queſtion about the Law 
fulneſs of a thing, is reſolving a Caſe of Conſcience which hath re- 
ſpe& to an antecedent Law : And therefore I muſt needs own, that 
God anſwered no Queſtion about the Lawfulneſs of Submitting, which, in- 
deed, would have been-declaring it to be lawful, and either making it, 

or elſe referring to, an ordinary Rule; but for all that, God, by re- 
vealing it to be his Will, made it lawful to them, When God com: 
manded Abraham to ſacrifice his Son, he anſwer'd no Queſtion about 
the Lawfulneſs of ſuch Sacrifice ; when he commanded the 7/azlites to 
ſpoil the Egyptians, he anſwered no Queſtion about the Lawfulneſs of 
their taking their Jewels and Goods from them ; when, notwithſtanding, 

by virtue of a Divine Revelation, thoſe reſpe&ive Actions were lawful, 
and a Duty to them, which otherwiſe. would have been utcerly unlaw- 
ful. And it 15 very pleaſant to talk of a Revelation anſwering the 
Queſtion about the Lawtfulneſs, when the Lawfulneſs it ſelf depends up- 
on the Revelation. 

At laſt our Author comes to another Obje&tion, which he tells me, p. 28. 
He thinks it was put out of its place, and ought to have come in for a 
Reſerve, and ſach like Refleftions. Now I will not ſtand with our Au- 
tbor upon this Point; :f he does not like my placing my own Ob- 
jetions, let him place them himſelf, according as he can beſt anſwer 
them; all that I defire is, that he will anſwer them, and as to his Me- 
thod, firſt or laſt, it is all one to me, I will not quarrel with him in 
Dr. Sherlock's Language, and tell him of more Art than Honeſty in altering Vindic, p. 
my Method and Order : For I am contented to take Anſwers, let them 1- 
come in what Method they. will. Part of the Objection, as our Au- 

:bor repeats it, 15 this, © The Pratice of the High Prieſt in that cor- Auf. p. 
* rupt ſtate of the Jewiſh Church, will not 11gnifie much to 115, and no 12. 
© more in this, than 1n their other Immoraluties. — upon which our As- 
thor thus animadverts, This was frankly jai', but I think m3 very inge- 
ziouſly. And why ſo, I pray? Did no. | give an Inſtance immediately _ 
of Eliaſhibs building a Chamber in the Temple tor Tobial; and where Yzn,7:;. 
is the frankneſs or diſingenaity ? That which is frankly \aid, 15 without + 
proof, and that which 15 di/ingenionſly ſaid, 1s without truth. But here I 
had proy'd the Point, and in an Inſtance = Aithor cannot _— : 
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Bat be is not for mentioning that, and taking things altogether, but 


he likes cutting an Objection into halves, nay into quarters, as we ſhall 


ſee preſently, and then diſputing upon it. Now tho our Author likes 
his own Method beſt in anſwering my Objections, 'yet methinks he 
might have taken all the Obje&tion along with him, anc not have minc'd 
it and divided. ic, and not only fo, but have left out a' great part of 
it, when notwithſtanding 'tis all of a piece, 'and the ſtrength of ic ap- 
pears when cis united. - But of all the Diſputers I ever met with, I ne- 
ver ſaw ſuch a one as our Author, who 1s for inaechung and catching, 
and in the whole of his Anſwer, hath not taken one fingle Prank, 
ſcarcely one Reaſon intire, and yet talks as magiſterially and dogma- 
tically as if he had anſwer every word. And beſides what hath been 
obſerv'd before, the Reader may have yet a further taſte of our Author's 
faculty in the matter before us; now what he here pretends to diſpute 
againſt is, a ſummary Concluſion from one part of the Diſcourſe, and 


« it lies thus in my Anſwer. © An Argument from Example is at beſt bur 


* 2 poor one, but it muſt be very poor indeed, when the Example it ſelf 
© 35 doubtful. The practice of the High-Prieſt in that corrupt ſtate of 
* the Fewiſh Church, will not {ignite much. to us, and no more in this, 
© than in their other Immoralities. And Faddss becoming a Subje to 
© Alexander contrary to. his Oath, is no more a Pattern for-us to follow, 
* than. Eliaſhibs building a Chamber in the Temple for Tobiab, is an Ar- 
« gument for us to a& contrary to the expreſs Law of God. But then 
© it muſt needs Ggnifie much leſs, when that practice wants ſufficient 
* clearneſs and evidence to prove it. Now if our Author had put this 
altogether, and taken. it as he found it, his Animadvertions of (putting 
this out of its place,) would have appear'd very pleaſant; for where, I won- 
der, could this have been ſo pertinently brought 1n, as to confirm my 
Inference from the ſuſpiciouſneſs of that Example : And it would have 
been very proper indeed to talk of an Example according to ordinary 
Rules, after the conſideration of the peculiar and exempt Caſe of Divine 
Revelation. For let the Practice be evident or not evident, let that ſtate 
of the Jewiſh Church be corrupt or not corrupt, if they a&ted by Divine 
Revelation, it does not come under common and ordinary Confideration, 
and conſequently does not at all affe& that Argument. And (by his fa- 
your) that ought to have been ſpoke to when 1 was ſpeaking of ordinary 
Caſes. Ir is plain enough therefore that our Author's Animadverſion was 
not to correct my Method, bur to make way for his own ; he could 
not tell how to {peak to this in its proper place, for then he muſt ei- 
ther have anſwerd ir all, or at leaſt have mention'd it, and therefore, for- 
footh, it is put oxt of its place, that 1s to ſay, our Author hath pur it out of 
its place for his own purpoſe, and not only ſo, but out of its ſenſe too, 
tor the force of it lies in the Connetion. An Argument from Examp!e 
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s 4 foor one, eſpecially a ſuſpicious Example; and this confirm'd by an Ta: 6 
ſtance, The Prattice of the High-Prieſt in that corrupt ſtate of the Jewiſh A 
Church, ſignifies no more than their other Immoraltties, and Jaddus's Submiſſion 
0 more than Eliaſhib's building a Chamber in the Temple for Tobiah, ee. = 
And-if this had been mention'd together, our Authors Anfwer would -ﬀ 
have been much to the purpoſe ; for he tells us, =. = : 
He ſpeaks as if Jaddus were ſingle in this at# of Submiſſion, when it is eVi--p, 2. © | 
dent, that the whole Church of God, at that time, went along with him; and 
{ſuppoſe it, what then? Is an-Example from a corrupt Nats of a whole . S 
Church a better Argument for practice than the Example of the High- 'x 
Prieſt 2 To prove his Point, he might, if he had pleasd, have produc'd | 
the 1/raelites worſhipping the Golden Calf. But to ſhew our Awther this b: 
Vanity of his Method, I anſwer, as Fo/ephas tells the ftory, they ated i 
by Divine Revelation, and therefore let it be Faddus himſelf, or the whole. 
Church, tis all one, neither of them are an Example for us, when their 
Caſe and Circumſtances were peculiar and extraordinary. And by this bi: 
time, I ſuppoſe our Author ſees, who hath pur this out of its place. | * 
Well! O.r Author adds, he tells #s of that corrupt ſtate of the Fewiſh | 
Church in Fadds's time: Our Author anſwers, This is News ; that is to 
ſay, our An;bor never heard oft before ; I am forry for that ; for I thought - 
that the Books of  Ezrs and Nehemiah, the minor Prophets, yea, and 7 
{ephus too, might have a little inform'd him about that matter. Well, but 
our Author lays, All ancient Writers (peake of theſe times, as the beſt that 
ever were under the ſecond Temple. - Now methinks our Author ſhould ; 
have oblig'd- his Readers with one of theſe antient IVriters at leaſt: _ Buc * 
no ſuch matter, if you will have chem, you muſt look them your: felf, buy 
for he has not named one, no not ſo much as reter'd to one in the Mar- fl 
gent, and yet to tell us all antient Writers ſpeake ſo, is ſomewhat extra- 
ordinary. Now I muſt earneſtly defire our Author, tor the credie of 
this peremptory Afﬀertion, that he will be pleaſed to name one amtient- 
Writer that ever {aid ſo, or any thing like it; and it he cannot do that, hy” 
(as I am bold to fay, I utterly deſpair of) that he will name fome mo- | 
dern Writer; and it he cannot do that neicher, this muſt go for a bold: 


Stroke. For when a Man calls in 41! Writers to his afliſtance, the incre- + 
dulous World are apt to think themſelves impos'd upon, if hz has not z 
ſo much as one /-mgle Writer ready at hand to juſtife what he ſays. And 

therefore, once again, I muſt preſs our Author, for his own ſake, to make- 6-7 


this out by plain proof from any one Writer, beftdes himſelf, in all the 
World. I confeſs, our Author's Aﬀertion 1s ſtout and generous, that rhe 
Times of Jaddus were the beit (with reſpe& to the Vircue of the Fewiſ 
Church) and not only fo, but more {uperlarively, 7+e beſt that ever £ 
were under the ſecond Temple. And here (to ſpeak plainly) I doubt our 
Author cannot only not produce one fingls Writer that ever — 

ut 
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but not one ſingle Man that heretofore or now ever believ'd it, Well, 
but our Author proves it, The Church was much reform'd by thoſe excellent 
Men that flouriſhed in the Age next before, namely, by Nehenuah, Ezra, and 
Malachi: Very good, and therefore I hope the Age next before, that 
was reform'd by theſe Excellent Men, was the beſe that ever was under the 
ſecond Temple; and not the Age that followd; and yet if any Man 
looks into the Books of Ezra, Nehemiah, or Malachi, he will find ſuf- 
ficient reaſon to believe, that notwithſtanding the Care and Endeavours 
of thoſe Excellent Men, the Jewiſh Church was very corrupt in their 
Practices in thoſe times; and there is much more reaſon to believe ic, 
when the Authority and Perſwaſion of thoſe Excellent Men were ceaſed 
with their Perſons, But our Author adds, At this wery time, beſide Jad- 
dus himſelf, whors the Jews make the laFt of the Men of the great Synago- 
gue, there was alſo Benlira, as they tell ns, a ſhining Light to the Iſraelites, 
and one that much advanc'd the Honour of our God. > But where had vur 
Author all this? Why truly out of thoſe very Jewiſh Chronologers our Au- 


thor ' mentions with ſo much ſcorn before, and tells me theſe things 
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juxta verha autoris Meor enajim 


might be excuſed in a Jew, and eve npoor David Ganz is quoted alſo for 
it in the Margent. Well, I perceive theſe ſame Jewiſh Chronologers, if 
they write againſt Joſephzs, they are a Company of baſe and envious 
Fellows; but if our Author can pick any thing out of them for his turn, 
they may paſs ſo far for good and ſubſtantial Hiſtorians. But after 
all, our Author has made the moſt woetul Conſtruction out of them 

| that ever was made out of any Author : He ſays, 


Tempus Benfirz igroramus ſed They tell ws that Benlira was a ſhining Light to the 


Iſraelites, an4 one that much advanc'd the Honour of 


cap. 22, fult Benfira diebus Si- 
meonls juſti. Mentionem facit 
Hic Benfira ſub finem libri, 2 me 
viſi, Simeonis Juſti,8& narrat cum 
£jvs laude quod fuerit Iſracliris 
tanquam Lux ſplendens, & quod 
renebras ab llis diſpule rit, & au- 
xcrit honorem Dei noftri, p. 66. 


our God; Whereas they ſay not one ſuch word of 
Benſira, but of Simon Fuſtirs, and conclude that Bey. 
fira lived in the days of Simeon; becauſe at the end « 

bis Books, he ſpeaks to the commendation of him, that be 
was a ſhining Light to the Ilraclites, diſpears'd their 


Darkneſs, and encreas'd the Honour of eur God, (The 


whole is in the Margent. ) 


And our Author interprets all this, as faid of Ben/ira himſelt; And to 

Eccl, 50. make this yet more pleaſant, our Author adds, After them was Onias the 
High Prieſt, and his Son S\1mon, whoſe Praiſe {wells a Chapter in Fccleſia- 

{ticus. Atter whom, I pray? Why, after Faddus and Benſira. Now this 

Benſira was the Author of Eece/iaſticus, and atter him came Onas, and 

ater Onzas his Son Simon; and 1o about two High-Prieſts after himfelf, 

Beyſira wrot a whole Chapter 1n praiſe of Simon, I find it is nothing with 

our Author, for a Man to write a whole Chapter in Commendation of 
another, about 50 Years after he himſelf hath been dead : I hope, all 


4 


Chronology, 


things confider'd, no Man will hereafter queſtion our Author's Skill in 


Well, 
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Well, how unluckily ſoever our Author proves his Point, yet it may 
be there may be ſome' Argument in it, if- times and things could agree; 
and therefore, for Argument fake, I do not much care if I grane him 
(in the preſent Diſpute) that Faddus and Benſira, and Onias, and his Son 
91mn, were Contemporaries, and flourith'd in the Fewiſh Church at the 
ſame time, which 1s as much as he can deſire, and more than he can 
prove: I will give him, likewiſe, that each of them /well'd a whole Chap- 
ter in Ecclefiaſticus 1n their Praiſe, as well -as one of them; and what 
then? Therefore the ſtate of the Fewiſh Church was not corrupt in their 
times; this 1s the Queſtion before us, and it is- a pure Proof indeed, for 
the Virtue of a whole Age, to number three or four Excellent Men that 
then lived. I could tell him of an Age where there was Seven Excellent 
Mey, and of higer ſtations than Benſira, which, notwithſtanding, will 
be no proot, but that that Age was very corrupt, both in their Princt- 
ples and Practices. | 
But tho Lamwilling to grant this, for Argument ſake, it is, I confeſs, 
more than our Author asks, or pretends to prove, and all that he ſays, 
15, that Nehemiah, Ezra, and Malachi, reformed the Church the Age be- 
fore, and Faddrs then lived, and Benſira no body knows when, and the 
Age after that Onias, and the Age after him Simon, who was a very good 
Man, according to Eccleſiaſticrs ; So that, after all, our Author can find 
not one in the times of the preſent Controvertte, but even Jaddus him- 
ſelf, and about whom 1s the Controverſie. And yet after fuch Proofs as 
theſe, he falls on me without Mercy. His branding of thoſe excellent Men 
and the Church of God in thoſe times, may teach us to bear the Charatters he 
gives us more patiemly : Patiently does he call it? It is a pure Inſtance 
of Patience, indeed, to tel] me I brand Excellent Men, whom I neither 
named nor thought on, and to make proof of it, to run a whole Age 
backward and forward to find out Men to make me lay an Imputation 
on, and yet, forſooth, he bears it patiently. And juſt ſuch another In- 
ſtance of the Virtue of Patience in what follows, ſo when he ſaith their Pra- 
&ice will fignifie no more to us in this than in their other Immoralities, 
well this I ſaid, and I thought the thing was plain enough, and if nor, 
why does not our Author diſprove it? Why, perhaps his Patience will nor 
{iffer him to do that. But however he tells us, The meaning is, there 
muſt be other Immoralities i them that differ from him in hs Point, ſo 
here we have a Teſt to try who are, and who are not honeſt Men, An ex- 
cellent Conſequence indeed, becauſe the practice in a corrupt ftate of 
a Church, is no more a Preſident than their other Immoralities, there- 
fore thoſe that differ from me are guilty of other Immeralities. Now, when 
our Author's hand was in, 1 wonder he did not charge this matter home, 
and tell me, bzcauſe, I ſay, that if this Story be true, Sanballar mult have 


been 145 Years old, therefore every ons that diftereth trom me kn this 
Point. 


Cee. oo ee 


'P. 39. 


tells the Story, Jeddws ated by Divine Revelation; therefore tho 
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Point, is-at leaſt of the Age of 150, or becauſe I ſay, that «ora 
(5 


that 
differ from me, they are all of them Prophets. And this would have 


undone me for ever, and I could never have been able to prove it. 


And when Men are for making Conſequences, they had e'en as good 
make them to ſome purpoſe : And our Author, if he pleaſe, may ſay 
that I make all them that differ from me, Alexanders, or High-Priefts, 
or Jews, or Samaritens, for I mention all theſe words, as that I ſay they 
wut be guilty of other Immoralities. .But this 1s an invidious Inference, 
and our Author draws it in by the head and ſhoulders, without Conne- 
ion or Conſequence, I ſuppoſe, by virtue of his Bearing , what I ſay pa- 
ztiemly. Well, I perceive our Author's Patience 1s as unanſwerable as his 
Arguments, 2 

At laſt our Author takes ſome pains to vindicate Jadd#s from Immora- 
lity, and ſays, He dare be bold to ſay, be was never taxed with it, and that 
being @ Man of that bigh place in the Church, and of ſo clear a Repute ever 
foce in all Ages. - Our Author ſpeaks as if he was extraordinary well ac- 
quainted with all the Hiſtory of Jaddas's Life ; whereas, all that we have 
of him is from Joſephus, and that is ſo little, that for any thing is ſaid there, 
he might, or he might not be a Man of Vircuve. But it is plain enough, 
that in that corrupt ſtate of the Jewiſh Church, the Practices of the High- 
Prieſts were not ſo exa&t and regular; Ekafhib built 'a Chamber in the 
Temple for an Ammonite, and Fobanan (as Joſeph: tells us) murder'd his 
Brother in the Temple, of which Joſephus faith, That it was @ wery preat 


 Wickedneſs, and: eſpecially in a Prieſt, and ſuch a one as there was not the like 


zo be found among the Greeks or Barbarians : And theſe, I ſuppoſe are no 
extraordinary Inſtances to recommend the Example of the High-Prieſts 
in thoſe times. And here my Reaſon comes home, it 1s piain enough 
that the High-Prieſts of thoſe times were guilty of very great Immoralities, 
what News ſoever it may be to our Author. And therefore their Example 
not to be depended on. Our Amthor ſpeaks of Jaddus's high ſtation in the 
Churehb, as if his ftation was higher than his great Grandfather Eliaſhib, 
or than his ner Pts. And therefore our Author's following Que- 
ſtion is much to' the purpoſe, Fhat ſhould make the Objefor and bis Party 
make ſo light of ſuch an eminent and venerable Example? For if our Author 
means emzment for the ſtation of the Perſon, and venerable for the Anti 
quity ; as far as the Example of the High-Prieſt, in theſe times, will reach, 
Eliaſhi's polluting the Temple with a Stranger, and Jehanar's killing his 
Brother, 1s every jot as eminent, and alittle more venerable than the Ex- 
ample of Jaddus. 

As to what our Author ſays of Faddus's clear Repute in all Ages, I 
muſt needs confeſs there is an honorable mention of him in ſome good 
Authors, But then, I ſay, it is for that Reſolute and Loyal Anſwer 


Toſephus 
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Foſephs lays, he ſent to Alexander, that he had taken an Oath to Darius, and 
could not wiolate it ſo long as Darius lived. Burt aur Author and the Dr. 
have robbed him of that Honour and have made it juſt nothing at all, nay, 
have made him renounce and retra& it, as our Author faith he correFed, 
Doctor Sherlock confuted himlelf what be ſaid formerly: and fo his An- 
{wer to Alexander, is jult as much to his Reputation as .thoſe Principles of 
the Do&ors in the Caſe of Refiftance are to him, which he alſo confures 
himſelf, Indeed, as Foſepbas tells the Story, That what he did afterwards 
was by Divine Revelation ; His Honour and Vertue remain intire: and 
therefore if our Author pleaſe, let his Example be Eminent and Venerable 
fo far as 1t is an Example, z. e. 1n erdinary and ftanding Caſes, as his anſwer 
to Alexander was; but what he did by Revelation 15 no Example at all, 
nor hgnifies any thing to any Mans Pradtiſe but in the like Circuin- 


ltances ; 1 expect our Author will ſay here as he does before, As far as pag. 26; 


the Story will make on bis fide, he 3s content they ſhould believe it. But that 
is but rrifling, except he diſprove what I fay here, That Faddm's being 
mentioned wich Honour, is with reſpe& to that anſwer he returned to: 
Alexander, And our Author who infifts fo much upon his Clear repute in 
all Ages, to make that Repure fignifie any thing to his purpoſe, 1s bond 
to do one or both of theſe things. 1. To ſhew any Author that men- 
tions Faddus honourably, and with a Character of Vertue, who has not 
an immediate reference to this anſwer to Alexander, i, e. they reckon him 
vertuous and honourable upon that account. Or 2. That any Author 
mentions him with the ſame additional Characters, with reſpe& to his 
violating his Oath, or acting in contradi&ion to his former Anſwer, 
And if our Author can do neither of theſe, ( and which I muſt take for 
granted till I can ſee him prove the contrary ; and the firſt of theſe I will 
engage to make good upon his Requeſt,) then it 1s plain, that the Clear 
Repute of Jaddus in all Ages is not for our Authors purpoſe, but the con- 
trary ; and it depends upon that Anſwer Foſephas ſaith he gave to Alex- 
ander, and which Repute, our Author hath done all that he can, co rake 
from him. And to fay no more, Foſephws himſelf tells us, that Anſwer 
was of ſo much Repwtation, as to recommend the Fewiſh Nation to the 


favour of Ptolomens Lagi, and upon confidence of 1t, to commit to zhejr Antiq. 1. 
Truſt his Caftles and Forts, as being Men faichfu], and pertizacious ad- 12+ & I 


berers to their Oaths :. and how purely this agrees with the account our Au- 
thor hath given ot it, let the World judge. 

I now come to examine what he ſays further upon the general Infe- 
rence I had made. And he adds, He tells xs, Faddns becoming a Subje&t 
je to Alexander contrary to his Oath, 1sno more a Pattern for us to to]- 
jow, than Elaſhib's building a Chamber in the Temple for Tebiahb, is an 
Argument for us'to a& contrary to the expreſs Laws of God. Our 

Q Author. 
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Author anſwers ; This x home to the purpoſe, and being ſaid at the firſt, 
might have ſav'd him, and me all this trouble. Now, our. Author is cer- 
tainly the pleaſanteſt Man alive, for but the Leaf before he tells me of 
this very Inference, That he thinks it was put out of its place, and ought to 
come in here for a Reſerve, in caſe it appeared that the Story of Jaddus was 
wot only true but to our purpoſe, then it had been time for him to tell us, that 
all this is nothing to him and his Party : and yet 1n the next Page but one, 
if it had been {aid at firſt, it had ſaved us both ſome trouble. Now, how 
15 it poſſible for me to pleaſe ſuch an Anſwerer, I put it in the middle, 
and then it was out of its place, and ought to come in for a Reſerve. Our 
Author himſelf hath put it in for a Reſerve, and hath placed ir laſt, and 
then it might have been ſaid at firſt, and have ſaved him tro1ble, But if 
our Author had been ſo ſparing of his trouble, why did not he put it fir/#? 
He confeſſes he hath taken it out of its place; and by the ſame Reaſon 
he might have put it where he had pleas'd, or at leaſt, why did not he 
ſpeak to it where I had placed it? and then it might have /aved him all 
the remaining part of his rrouble. But the truth is, had our Author put + 
this firſt, it would have quite ſpoiled all his Book, and have ſhewn how 
fruitleſs and infignificant all his Arguments were to vindicate Fo/ep 55, 
and to prove the practiſe of Faddus; ior 1t all his Proofs were adnic- 
ted (not one of which notwithſtanding, I believe he is ever able to make 
good) it was utterly inſufficient to determine the Controverſie, and co 
warrant praQiſe in a Point fo important as that which is before us ; for 
the practiſe if it had been plain, and much lels if it be doub:fal, is not 2 
ſafficient foundation for ſuch a Superſtruture our Author would build 
on it. And to fay the truth, for all our Authors talk of Eminent and we- 
nerable Examples, he hath plainly quitted the Example i ſelf, z. e. He hath 
yielded the Point that I infifted on, That the Example of Faddus is in- 
ſufficient, and hath puc the whole Iſſue upon the nature of the Thing. 
And this is as much as I can delire, and my Conclufion is gain'd, tho 
our Author will not admit the Premiſſes, That the Example of Faddus in 
2 Caſe of Conſcience of ſo high a nature is not a ſufficient Warrant and 
Authority to a& upon ; and fo the Controverfſie about the vindication 
of Foſephus for the preſent ends. For if there be any difference between 
the Practiſes of Eliaſhib and Faddus; that difference does not ariſe from 
the differing Examples ( for they were both high Prieſts of the ſame 
Church _) but from the nature of their reſpective Actions; That is to 
ſay, thatthe Example of Faddus ſignifies no more to us ( as it is the Ex- 
ample of a Jewiſh High Prieſt ) to transter Allegiance after an Oath ta- 
ken to a Prince ling, and claiming, than the Example of Eliaſhib, does 
to act contrary to the expreſs Law of God. I know our Author tells 
me, That the Scriptures ſay one u ccntrary to the expreſs Law of God, and | 


ſay 
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ſay-the other : and then tells me, as if we were as well aſſured of what be 
ſaith, as what we read in Scripture. But this is all his own, what the Scri- 
pture ſaith in the Caſe is matter of another Controverſie. The preſent 
Queſtion is about the Example of Faddas;; and our Author himſelf pre- 
tends to juſtifie'ir from other Topicks, which 15 a Demonſtration, That that 
Exainple will not do it, which was the only thing I had to conſider in 
that part of the Diſcourſe. And this I think is abundantly ſufficient for 
the Queſtion before us. But becauſe the Author. adds ſomething of ano- 
ther nature, I ſhall alſo briefly conſider thar. 


He tells us; Now all the Queſtion w, whether Jaddus atted contrary to Pag. 31. 


his Oath to Darius, in becoming a Subjett to Alexander ? To judge aright 
of this Queſtion, we muſt conſider what Circumſtances he was in at ihe 
taking this Oath, and how they were changed at the time of bis ſubmitting to 
Alexander, 

i. He was @ Subjett to Darius before the taking of this Oath, and by it, 
he gave no cther Right to Darius than what he had before, he gave him only 
a preater aſſurance. > 

2. Thais Right that Darius had over the Jens was no other, thau what 
deſcended to him from Cyrus; and that was by hy Conqueſt over the Babylo- 
1140s, #bat were their former Lords. 

3- That Right of Conque#t being deſcended to this Darius, was won from 
him by Alexander that had owercome him in War, and ſo made himfelf 
Lord of that Countrey, And ſo Alexander now had the ſame Right to their 
Allegiance which Darius had before. 

4. This Right to their Allegiance being ceaſed, their Oath to him, was of 
20 Obligation; but they were as free, and bad as much reaſon to pay their Al- 
legiance now to Alexander, as they had formerly to Darius, or Cyrus. 

This 1s all that our Author offers 1n this Point ; and I ſhall ſhew him 
the force of them, by only altering the names, and putting an inſtance 
with reſpec to the times of King Charles the Firſfk, And then he will 
ſee how admirably they will look. Suppoſe then a Subje& of his who 
had taken an Oath of Allegiance to him ; and ſuppoſe the Circumſtances 
fo altered, as between his taking the Oath when hew as on the Throne, 
and his being beaten at Na/eby Field, deliver'd up by the Scors, impriſon- 
ed, &c. and then our Author's Propoſitions will run thus. 

i. He was a Subject to King Charles betore the taking of this Oath, 
and by it he gave no other Right to King Charles than what he had be- 
fore, he gave him only a greater affurance. 

2, The Right that King Charles had over the People of England, was 
30 other than what was deſcended to him from William the Conqueror. 
And that was by his Conqueſt over the Saxons that were their former 


Lords. 
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2. That Right of Conqueſt being deſcended to King Charicr, was won 
from him by Oliver Cromwel, that had overcome: him in War, and ſo 
made himſelt Lord of that Countrey ; and fo Oliver now had the ſame 
Right to their Allegiance which King Charles had before. 

4. His Righe to their Allegiance being cealed,their Oath to him was of 
no Obligation ; but they were as free, and had as much reaſon co pay their 
Allegiance now to Oliver, as they had formerly to King Charles, or Wil- 
lam the Conqueror. 

Now I delire to know of our Author which of cheſe Propofitions he 
will deny ? If he will deny none of them, then I perceive had our Au- 
thor been Governour of a Town for the King in thole days, after the | 
fatal Battel at Naſeby, he would have had nothing elſe to do, bur to pur 
on his Pontificalia, and deliver himſelf and his Allegiance over to the 
Rumpers,. or Oliver : for as he ſaith of Faddus, He bad kept his Oath to 
the laſt, till there was no ſuch King as he had ſworn to, But if our Auchor 
will deny any one of theſe Propoſitions, and ſhew the difference, 1 will 
engage he ſhall anſwer himſelf, and do hereby promiſe to make 
good. | 

In the mean time, it is very pleaſant for our Author to talk of Conqueſt, 
and yet never take care to ſtate the nature of it, nor to ſhew when and 
in what Circumſtances, a Right and Title may be obtained by it, bur 
talks of it as looſely, as if the beating an Army in the Field 1d is/o {af 
give a Right to the Government, and diffolve all the former Oaths an 
Obligations of the Subjets. And it that be the Caſe, methinks our Ai- 
thor ſhould have given ſome reaſon for it, and he may yet do it; tor 
certainly ſome Conqueſts are Invaſtons and Robberies, and convey no 
more Right to a Crown, than a Thief hath to a Purſe, when- he hath 
conquered the Right owner. All Men hitherto that have handled the Que- 
ſtion of Congqueſ#, have made a wide difference between a Conqueror, and 
an Uſurper : The latter of which by way of Diſtin&ion, they call Raptor 
and Þmvaſor, 2 Raviſher and a Robber, tho ths Government that each of 
of them have, may be acquired by Vi&tory, and the: Force of Arms. 
And this is our Author's fundamental Miſtake: He will have chem all 
one, and that Conque/# 15 nothing elſe but Force, He makes Crowns and 
Empires not ſubject tothe Laws of Juſtice and Equity, but ſers them up as 
a Prife co be fought for, and there is no moi e to do, but to 31s them, and 
wear them. Which is ſuch a Notton of Cryqueſt, as never was hterd of 
in the Queſtion before us. And 1 deire our Author, or any Man elle 
to ſhew me one {ingle Author, who ticats 0! the Queſtion, that ujes it in 
fuch a ſence. But the truth 1s, theſe Men who talk ar this rate under- 
ſtand the word grammatically, as it it meant nothing but beating and V;- 
&ory, which is noching cife bur betraving their 1gnorance, inituad of nit- 
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puting the Queſtion, and interpreting Terms of Art and Expreflions in 
Law by Grammatical conſtruction, and the derivation of words: where- 
as the ſame word oftentimes varies its meaning in every Art or Science. 
Now in the preſent Queſtion, Conquef#, whereby a right and Title to a 
Government is ſuppoſed to be acquired, beſides mere Victory ( which as 
far as [ can perceive 1s all our Author here means by-it, ) there are ſeve- 
ral other neceſſary Conditions and Qualifications: and where-they are 
not, any Perſon, what ſucceſs and Force ſoever he may have, hath not the 
Title of a Conqueror, bur only the Poſſzflion of an Uſurper. I ſhall noc 
run into the whole of this Queſtion, ' It will be ſufficient here to ob- 
ſerve. | 

7. That that is not a Conqueſt, where is not a juit cauſe of War pre- 


ceding. By this I do not mean every juſt cauſe of War, but ſuch a one 


only as will juſtifie the taking away the Prince, and Peoples Right, 5. e. 
when all things conſidered, the taking away that Right is a Reparation 
equivalent to the Injury ; for what 15 above that is Robbery and Rapine, 
and can no more give one Prince a Title to another Princes Dominion, 
chan he thar takes a thouſand Pound for the injury of fix pence, hath a 
ju!t Tile ro the overplus. I know theſe things cannot be adjuſted by 
Mathematical mealures ; but for all char, there are Rules of Juſtice to be 
obſerved, tho in fuch Caſes they may admit of ſome Latitude, and. what 
exceeds them 1s plain wrozg, and it 1s Nonſence to ſay, that wrong creates 
Rivhe. : 

2. That is not a Conqueſ#, where the Subjects of a Prince are not Con- 
quered, tho he himſelt ſhould be overcome, or taken Priſoner; And this 
15 as clear as any Propoſition 1n Euclid, King Richard the Firſt, was taken 
Priſoner by Leopold Duke of Auſtria; and did he by vertue of that ac- 
quire a Right and Title to the Crown and People of Emgland? and it 1 
a pleaſant Buſineſs to ſay, that People are abſolved from their Oaths of 
Ailegiance, and from the duty of Subjz&s becaule they are not conquer- 
ed; and it i5a pure Argument to ditfolve che Obligations of Oaths, and 
co transfer Allegiance becauſe they may keep them it chey pleaſe, and 
have Dower to do their Prince Right whenever chey have a mind to ir. 
This is to prove a Conqueſt, by denying it : And to ſuppoſe that a Right 
' toa Government and People 15 conveyed by Conqueſt, wien at the ſame 
cime that Peop!e 15 not conquered, is neither more nor leſs, but to fup- 
noſe all People out of their wits : and ſuch Doctrines are atior any thing 
catcher than an Aniwer. I know well enough fome men fay nere, Thar 
itis all one with reipect to particular Men it a Nation is not conquered, 
articular Men are, but it 1s plain, theſe Men know not what they ſay, 
nd venture their Conſctences upon Fancy ana Imagination. They 
fave heard of Fas Belli, and a Riget by Conquej#, ana without — 

the 
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the Queſtion, are reſolved to ſuppoſe themſelves conquered, tho at the 
{ame time they ſuppoſe themſelves -conquered by no body but their Fel- 
low SubjeRs, which is a pure way of Conqueſ# indeed to convey a Title 
to the Crown, and conſequently to their Allegiance. Heretofore Con- 
gueſt was a terrible thing, and appeared in Blood and Deſtrucion, but 
now 'tis grown as mild and ſoft ascan be; and 1f you have a mind to 
ftind-it, you muſt not look intothe Field, and confider fighting and the 
Effects of the Sword, but you muſt ſearch into the moſt peaceable places 
of the Kingdom, in the Parhament-Houſe, and Weſtminſter Hall, which, 
1 muſt confeſs, - of all places a Man would hardly have thought to have 
tound Conqueſt in. | 

3- That is not a Conqueſt ſo as to convey a Right and Title to the 
Dominion of a Country, where the Legal and natural Prince of that 
Countrey is not deſtroyed, or ſo conquered, as either virtually or ex- 
preſly to refign his Right, and ſubmit ro-the Conqueror. And this 1s 
plainly founded on the eternal andimmutable Rules of Equity and Juſtice, 
For no Man, ( let him be under what Force he will ) can give away ano- 
ther Man's Right, without his own conſent. Jf therefore a Prince hath 
a Right to his Kingdom, no force upon himſeif, much lefs upon his Sub- 
jects, can extinguiſh that Right, and till that is extinguiſh'd, a Conque- 
ror can have no right to it: for two oppoſite perſons cannot have the 
ſame Right to the ſame thing. And here I would ask our Author, who. 
calks ſo pleaſantly of inning of Right, which way «njuſt Force ſhould ex- 
tnguiſh ju/# Right. And it this Right be not extinguiſhed, then it re- 
mains with himz and if the Right remains with him, then the Conque- 
ror is an unrighteous Poſteffor, z. e. he hath no Right and Title, for no 
Man has a Right and Title to what he poſlefles unjuitly. And then I 
would fain know how Allegiance and Duty ceaſes to Right, and follows 
Wrong and Injuſtice in oppoſition to Right. But of this our Author 
and the Reader may be much better inform from the Learned Author 
of the Duty of Allegiance in Anſwer to Do&tor Sherlock. 

But after all, what has the Queſtion of Conqueſt ro do in the Buſineſs ? 
for ſuppoſe Congueſt, in our Author's Notion, would do all theſe won 
deis, I hope/No- Conqueſt would not do all theſe extraordinary matters 
too. And where, I prav, 1s this Congueſt they talk on, *tis 1nvilible to 
every body but themleives. Did ever any Men before diſpute and argue, 
and take pains to prove themleives conquered, when the perſon, whom 
they pretend the Conqueror, and all the Nation bz{1des perfealy dil- 
owned 1? Thoſe that in{1fſt upon this Argnment, 1t ſeems as if cheir 
Conſiences were hard fer, when they have nothing to lay to juſtifie 
themielves, but what contradicts their own Fyes and common Senle. 
A Man wovi. wmagine, a little Modeſty without any Reaſon would an- 
iwer fuck arguments. And if they can ſtop the Mouth cf thew Con- 
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ſciences with Chimera's and Fitments, much good may it do them. 
Should any ſober. Foreigner hear of the abdicating Vote', of giving 
and accepting the Crown, and the Revenue belonging to it, of confining 
the Soveraign Power, and limiting the Succeffion, &c. And at the ſame 
time hear of a ſort of Divines that were might and main ſtretching their 
Wits to prove that a Congueſt, I believe he would think ſomething or 
other which [ will not name, for certainly ſuch a Conqueſt was never 
heard of, when the Conquzror muſt take Terms from the Conquered. 
For my pare, I think Men that talk at this rate are to be looked upon 
as the Betrayers of Engliſh Liberty and Property. For how much ſoever 
they may play with it, Conqueſt is a very hard word, and- means no leſs 
than'a Title to the Property of the whole Kingdom, And all theſe Argu- 
ments plainly centre in this, That whatever was done and tranſacted in 
the Convention was nothing elſe but Mercy and Condeſcenſion in the Prince, 
and he vouchſafed to accept of the Crown upon theſe Terms, when it 
was his own before by the Rights of War. So that by theſe Mens Argu- 
ments, the Sovereign Power not being as abſolute as 1n France or Tur- 
key, and the Property of the whole Kingdom is pure free Gitt, and Gra- 
cious Condeſcenſion ; which is a Tenure not very grateful to Engliſh 
Men. And I have often wondered, that a Nation A jealous of its L1- 
berries and Privileges, would ſuffer ſuch Dodrines and Arguments to pals 
abroad without Pblick Animadwverſiovw. And therefore in Defence of the 
Liberties of my Native Country, waich theſe Arguments cotally over- 
throw and betray, LI willenter the Liſt with him when he pleaſes And 
to make good his Hypotheſis, here are two things for him to prove. 

1. That Conqueſt, in his Notion, that is, Force, Power or Vietory is a 
\ufficient Ticle to Dominion and Government, and gives a juſt Right to 
it, 

2- That the Revolution here is a Conqueſt, the one is a general 
Doctrine, and the other the Application of it to the particular Caſe. 
And when our Author hath done theſe, by the Grace of God, heſhall 
hear what Anſwer I have to return, For the preſent, I ſhall take my 
leave of our Author, and of his Argument from Conqueſt, with this one 
Remark, That thoſe who have been early in a Revalution, and have ſet 
their Heads and Shoulders ta it. For them to juſtifie their Compliances by 
' Conqueſt us abominable Hypocrifie before God and Man. 


FINIS 


